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ABSTRACT 

Teacher education reform legislation in Mississippi 
was put into effect in .1985 r concurrent with the planning year of 
x^ils project which developed a prototype for automated evaluation of 
teachers* performance. This automated system of information 
management was designed in response to requests for demographic 
program information from governing agencies coupled with a concern 
for awareness of student progress in the program. A performance-based 
teacher certification system was instituted s::atewide which motivated 
numerous changes in the professional preparation program. A key 
component of the project was a process standard requiring training to 
a common teaching evaluation model for university an^ public school 
teachers involved with the student teaching experience. To govern 
progress in the program as well as stimulate retention of key 
information, a quality assurance program was structured around an 
automated approach for performance monitoring. This report discusses 
the rationale for developing the program, details its evolution, and 
provides a description of the program. Included in the report, in 
addition to the project portrayal, is a detailed program assessment 
rsiport and a practice profile. (JD) 
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Project Portrayal 
Prototype for Automated Teachers Performance 
OERI CONTRACT //*00-85-l 06* 
University of Southern Mississippi 

Project Description and Evolution 

Teacher education reform legislature in Mississippi was put 

into effect in 1985. concurrent with the planning year of this 

project. In response to repeated requests for demographic 

program information from governing agencies coupled with a 

concern for awareness of student progress in the program, an 

automated system of information management was designed. This 

activity was implemented simultaneously with the revision of the 

teacher education program. A performance based teacher 

certification system was instituted state-wide which motivated 

numerous changes to this professional program. The magnitude of 

the many changes resulting from legislative reform encouraged the 

collaboration among the public schools, institutions of higher 

education, and State Department of Education. Improvement in the 

quality of education at all level:; in this state has occurred. 

A new system of program governance, established by the State 

Department of Education, was instrumental in the collaborative 

developments and activities which helped structure changes in 

this program. In fact, a orocess standard requiring training to 

a common teaching evaluation model for university and public 

school teachers involved in the student teaching experience, was 

a key component of this project. Collaborators from the public 

schools and the university were all trained to a criterion in the 

use of the Mississippi Teacher Assessment Instruments 

(MTAI,1987), an evaluative model of beginning teacher 
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ef f ect i veness ♦ Training in tliis model established a common 
perspective of the teaching practice, a curriculum revision was 
initiated to upgrade and systematize the professional education 
knowledge base in teacher education, A system of quality 
assurance of student competency development was put in place to 
establish a developmental knowledge sequence and separate 
components of the professional program. Embedded comprehensive 
exams were instituted at strategic periods in this professional 
program to govern progress in the program as well as stimulate 
retention of key information. The quality assurance program was 
structured around an automated approach for performance 
monitoring. Various elements of the program were structured 
around data collection and processing considerations to 
sophisticate and promote a teacher education database. Finally, 
the project supported research activity to determine the efficacy 
of the MTAI, one performance based model of teacher 
ef f ect i veness . 

The collaborators in this program from the public schools 
ultimately included ninety school teachers and administrators 
from five districts in the immediate vicinity of the university. 
Sixty university faculty were involved in the project at varying 
degrees of responsibility. Two hundred teacher education 
students have been evaluated i instructed in the new 
professional program in the past two years. The project 
administration staff consisted of four individuals: (a) a 
director, (b) research coordinator, (c) computer programmer, and 
(d) university administrator. 



Four aspects of the program will be reported over the course 
of this three year project: planning, devel opmvint, 
implementation, and evaluative activity. Planning activities 
during year 1 involved one-third of the collaborators, the 
project director, and computer programmer. In order to establish 
a common knowledge base for subsequent development in this 
program, twenty university faculty and thirty public school 
teachers and administrators were trained in the use of the MTAI 
during the first year. The two collaborative groups were 
separated for different aspects of the curriculum redesign. 
Public school teachers and administrators were given an 
opportunity, based on suggested practices in the literature, to 
arrive at suggestions and considerations which would apply to 
modification of this professional program. 

Simultaneously, university faculty engaged in an analysis of 
the depth of coverage of the traditional teacher education 
program as related to the performance measures in the MTAI and 
clusters of knowledge on tht National Teacher Examination (1987). 
The computer programmer and project director assumed the 
re.spons i bi 1 i ty to devise the most efficient means to record 
student information relative to progress in the teacher education 
program. 

The thirty public school collaborators and the project 
director then set about the task of determining an implementation 
plan for the final two years of the project. Retention checks, 
comprehensive examinations of key components of a four course 
stage of this program, were the first concerns of the 
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developmental phase of this project. Public school collaborators 
and university faculty teaching core courses were responsible for 
developing a testbank reflecting the knowledge base of the 
professional program. The computer programmer and project 
director cooperatively set about the goal of developing a system 
to automatically regulate student progress in the program, based 
on performance at designated checkpoints in the program. 

Implementation activity focused extensively on increasing 
collaborative membership specifically from the public schools. 
Each year thirty new school teachers were trained to criteria in 
the MTAI and given opportunities to suggest further revisions of 
the professional core. Additional training was provided 
university faculty new to the campus or unfamiliar with the MTAI. 
Adjustments to courses in the professional ptogramwere conducted 
on a continuing basis. Information reflecting student 
performance in the program was provided to the faculty in order 
to substantiate areas in the program in need of revision. Th^^ 
research coordinator was called upon to validate the ©xam content 
and determine independent item difficulties which lead to the 
de.termi nat i on of minimum performance standards for the retention 
checks. As each stage of the program was developed and different 
aspects of the project were put into place, the computer 
programmer was required to continuously extend and refine the 
computer program driving the automated monitoring system. 

Evaluation of the program and project began in year 2 and 
culminated with this report. During year 2, students completing 
the first stage of coursework (12 credits hours, 4 courses) were 
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submitted to a knowledge retention check on information cued to 
the redesigned professional education curriculum. Information on 
student performance on this measure has been reviewed 
periodically throughout the second and third year of this 
program. Parallel to the retention checks and the redesigned 
curriculum, a study of faculty and student perceptions was 
conducted during years 2 and 3. Comparisons were made between 
faculty and students with respect to the targeted level of 
coverage and nature of instruction assigned to each of the core 
cour ses . 

The second stage performance review was instituted in 
year 3. This measure escalated the demand on the student from 
pure knowledge review to an application of teacher effectiveness 
considerations as presented in standaidized videotapes of 
teaching performance and lesson plans. During the third year of 
the program, the Mi s s i ss ipp i Teacher Assessmen t Ins trumen t s model 
provided standardized student teaching requirements for this 
exiting st^ge of the program. An analysis of the total program 
was also conducted in the latter part of year 3 to determine the 
distinction of the knowledge base, instructional practice, and 
learning activities characteristic of this program. 

Major Issues 

The performance based nature of this program established a 
rather controversial basis for all deveJopments in the project. 
In essence, the general purpose of the project was to provide an 
empirical review of one particular performance-based approach to 
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teaching. The need for reform in education in Mississippi is 
critical and efforts to provide a positive and consistent 
identity with teacher education led to the use of this 
performance based evaluation system. However, the philosophy 
supporting this particular performance assessment system has not 
been universally received by the university faculty or public 
school teachers. Some individuals exposed to the system and 
involved in this project intuitively rejected the practice prior 
to any application with students. Several concerns developed 
with this application of the MTAI for curriculum revision 
purposes. Initial plans focused on use of the system at a level 
of performance indicators. Forty-two indicators of performance 
support assessment of fourteen performance competencies within 
three separate instruments. Following the first year of 
activity, the focus of the project with respect to the MTAI 
shifted from the indicator level measurement to more general 
measures of the fourteen MTAI competencies. This adjustment was 
made when the data at the level of indicator performance was 
determined to lack the robust qualities necessary to discriminate 
the many different features in this program (i.e., unacceptable 
performance in lesson planning was not clearly distinguished from 
acceptable minimum effectiveness practices in lesson planning). 
The decision to review performance at the competency level 
provided more variability in staging performance per student and 
allowed different performance traits to emerge for different 
stages of the program. 
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Outcomes of this project, even with submission of the final 
draft, are tentative. Some of the findings remain inconclusive, 
and suggest that many developments may occur during the fourth 
year which can significantly impact teacher education. 

Collaborative activity in this project has been fundamental 
to a much higher regard for teacher education and teaching as a 
profession. One collaborative practice allowed the public school 
teacher to make suggestions for improvements to the teacher 
preparatiovi program. The interaction and exposure to one another 
in this project also improved relations between personnel in the 
public school and the university. A higher regard has also 
become more evident across the university campus. Practices are 
now in place which may improve the perception of our university 
colleagues even further. 

The utility ox the automated monitor of teacher preparation 
is best noted by making a multitude of information more 
manageable. A history of cumbersome requests for manpower 
forecasts, program characteristics, and graduate follow-ups were 
virtually impossible to perform. Forecasting the university's 
contribution to the manpower needs of this state is now a 
reality; this system also projects manpower needs within campus. 
Information management also contributes to the design and 
sequencing of other aspects of the curriculum. The theme of 
changes legislated years ago have been condensed to an 
institutions capacity to demonstrate compliance with a series of 
process or performance standards reflecting the effectiveness of 
a teacher preparation program. With this system in place, 
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longitudinal reviews are made more available which promise to 
extend improvements. Changes need the continued reaction and 
attention of students. Performance patterns of graduates must be 
integrated into future adjustments to this professional program. 

Another major issue relative to this program was the review 
of instructional practices as perceived by students. This feature 
of the project was added after the first year of planning and 
development activity requiring adjustments to be made to the 
project. Reviewing courses based on learning activities and 
information sources helped contrast and distinguish initial and 
medial stages of instruction within the program. Information is 
reviewed in the Program Assessment Report emphasizing the need 
for progressively greater involvement of students in the 
instructional process of a quality teacher education program. 
Students responding to the instrument reported that as the 
professional sequence unfolded, greater peer interaction occurred 
in place of faculty Instruction* Guided laboratory activities 
became more meaningful as supported by knowledge acquired during 
the initial stages of instruction. Students provided little" 
qualitative reaction to the program which may suggest marginal 
comprehension of some the measures instituted in the program. At 
this phase of study, additional time is needed for the student 
population to achieve a closer identity to the substantive 
changes made in this curriculum. 
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Major Outcomes 

Numerous products have emerged from this investigation. The 
curriculum design process provided a consistency and structure to 
systematically identify strengths, weaknesses, and redundancies 
in an existing program. The process was also capable of 
providing a direction to remedy flaws in the traditional program. 
Continued attention to the curriculum design process will be made 
available by the second outcome, a data collection system. 

Coding sheets to gather student responses or record 
observations of student performance at different stages of the 
program were fundamental to the entire investigation. Coding 
information in thi5 manner allows for more precision in data 
collection, more comprehensive review of the program, and 
facilitates longitudinal review of program activities. 

Another outcome of the program was the integration of a 
sequence of instruction. The initial stage of instruction 
consists of four courses to promote knowledge acquisition of the 
program philosophy. The second stage provides structured 
opportunities to use the knowledge in teaching situati ns. 
Guided laboratory experiences and supervisory feedback are 
available to foster desired teacher competencies. The exiting 
stage includes student teaching and a related professional 
development seminar confirming the desired teaching behaviors. 

A fourth outcome of the project is the teacher education 
data base, which regulates registration in different stages of 
the prograrr. Prerequisite knowledge is periodically diagnosed to 
ensure success in higher order situations. All aspects of this 
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database are united through a comprehensive computer program. 
Computerized features begin with the Input of admissions 
information, continue to retention checks of different components 
cf the program, and culminate with the computer analysis of 
student teaching observation. Th ^ s multitude of information is 
analyzed and submitted to a report format that can be use to 
determine the development of criMcal teaching skills from one 
student to another, as well as highlight compo?^ents of the 
program which appear to be in n?^ed of further development. In 
the event that difficulty is e: orienced by a particular student, 
notice is sent to the student for corrective action. 

A teaching handbook describing certification policy was 
recently developed and disseminated to the university faculty 
involved in this program as well as superintendents of thirty 
school districts supporting student teaching activity in the 
public schools. Collaboration on public policy began with public 
school teachers and administrators, resulting in the hand* ook. 
Instruction continues with public school input on student 
performance during the student teaching experience in addition to 
constructive feedback of the certification manual. 

Implications For Other Institutions 

Tne overriding benefit to other programs which can be 
derived from this project deals with the change process^ This 
project provides a framework to assess the state of the art in 
planning for program redesign^ The various ingredients of this 
program providing performance measures and program review help 
regulate the change process maximizing effect. Many activities 
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were altered during the three year process and other features may 
be abandoned in favor of new methods. A great deal of insight 
can be gained from sharing the experiences from this program. 

A second consideration for other institutions to make is 
with the use of a common philosophy and/or theme in program 
redesign. The Nat ional Teacher Examination and the Mi s s i ss i pp i 
TefiCher Assessment Instruments were mandated and imposed upon 
this program and provided a natural basis to focus program 
adjustments. Mandated performance standards from six years ago 
may not be the beJt focus v. f new program redesigns, but 
continuity has been gained within this program and a direction 
for future developments is readily evident. The new NCATE 
standards support oper at i ona I i z i ng a knowledge base per 
institution. These two program measures promote a knowledge base 
in this instance. 

Many programs have reacted and reconsidered their approach 
to teacher education due to reports from the Holmes Group (1986) 
and Carnegie Commission (1986). Four year training programs have 
been under attack constantly for the past three years. This 
project was implemented through a four year teacher education 
program and evidence exists which suggest this particular four 
year model is a viable approach to teacher preparation. 
Information from the fourth and fifth year of this project, which 
will occur without funding, will be disseminated through 
publication and should be of interest to many programs throughout 
the United States. Adjustments will continue to occur, but a 
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commitment has been made to maintain a four-year, preservice 
preparation model • 

Computer tracking and program regulation was an integral 
part of this project. Making best use of technology and 
advancements will provide for meaningful, longitudinal review of 
program effectiveness in a way that has not been available 
before. These reviews, based upon quantifiable information, will 
be used for subsequent program revisions and advancements within 
the profession. In fact, information from this program may 
ultimately be used for constructive reviews of performance based 
evaluation models for beginning teachers. 

The design of quality assurance measures in this program may 
also be of interest to other programs. Students have reacted in 
a mixed fashion to the different measures used to confirm mastery 
of their teaching competence throughout this teaching program. 
Many students have confused the externally imposed changes in 
program requirements with this quality assurance system. The 
assurance system has worked in two directions: with respect to 
individual student competence as well as the quality of program 
offerings. Major changes have been made to key courses within 
this prpgram as a result of the quality assurance model. 

Institutionalized Features of the Project 

External funds supporting this endeavor were primarily used 
for planning and development costs and related activities. Five 
distinct features of this project have become mainstays of the 
teacher education program through this redesign. The automated 
collection, entry, and analysis of data, as developed in this 
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project, has become a central component to the teacher education 
program. The necessity of information management and the 
efficiency demonstrated through this automated system has 
supported purchase of a new optical scanning unit with a greater 
capacity to receive information. The upgraded equipment will 
also limit costs associated with data response formatting and 
design. The application demonstrated in this project has led to 
a series of parallel considerations for other aspects of the 
teacher education program. 

Curriculum review is a second feature of the program which 
will continue for the foreseeable future. The curriculum review 
process was positively received by the faculty until actual 
implementation of changes transpired* Faculty rather naively 
entered into the review process as a professional education 
group. No one had really submitted to such a process previously 
and consequently knew neither the process nor its outcomes. The 
faculty now sense the reality and permanence of the review. The 
program ^as changed and faculty are now committed to making the 
model work. The curriculum has been adjusted to the point where 
suggestions are now emerging from faculty - in contrast to a 
college administration driving the process as was necessary 
during this project. 

Retention chec j were established at two points in the 
professional sequence of this program. Information from these 
sources has been used to constructively review the teacher 
education program and has supported continued change and 
revision. Students have become more responsible with respect to 
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the knowledge base of this program as a result of these 
opportunities to demonstrate their competence. Efforts now 
focus on making these reviews less obtrusive than is presently 
evident in the program. 

Collaboration with the public schools is a fourth feature 
that not only will continue, but hopefully increase. The intent, 
following completion of this funded investigation, is to achieve 
a oense of collaborative interaction outside the university, 
where it seems to have stopped. Collaboration, thus far, was 
created by legislative mandate. The infrastructure of this 
program, and the teaching profession as it extends from this 
campus, is concrete. The philosophy is still new and is regarded 
as a raw and underdeveloped approach to teacher preparation. 
Some misunderstandings within and out of the university still 
need to be overcome with respect to the intent and requirements 
of this program. Greater awareness and understanding will be 
beneficial to all aspects of the university as well as to 
constituents in the community; public school teachers, 
administrators, and parents. Dissemination of the database 
philosophy and system will support the needed growth and 
understanding of program goals. 

Finally, the research model has become an institutionalized 
factor of the University of Southern Mississippi teacher 
preparation program. This model was developed in components. 
Modular design is useful after a prototype has been tested, 
improved upon, and working. However, this system, as is evident 
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in the title, provides a prototype. It is a beginning, it is in 
its inception, and it must now work. Continued use and 
refinement is required and should be expected. The model and 
philosophy of this project is integral to the college 
administration. The knowledge base and philosophy inherent in 
the model have been recognized by the faculty, but require an 
additional period of incubation if the system is to evolve into a 
unit practice fully embraced by the entire faculty and student 
popu lat ion . 

Overall Strengths and Weaknesses and "Lessons Learned" 
Stumbling blocks and obstacles have been encountered 
throughout the three years of administration of this project. 
The first difficulty encountered was with the public school 
collaborators. Presently, incentives for public school teachers 
to interact with teacher preparation programs are limited with 
relation to the public school teacher. In a large part, public 
school teachers became involved in this project out of 
professional goodwill. In fact, a budget revision was made 
necessary during the first year and budgetary considerations 
existed in second and third year funds devoting external funds 
for teacher stipends and substitute pay allowances promoting 
collaboration. Education reform has been enacted with regard to 
all program levels throughout this state. Demands have been 
great on all educators. Attention must now be paid to create a 
positive environment for interaction between teacher educators 
and teacher practitioners. 
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A universally accepted philosophy of education will quite 
likely never occur among all constituents of this program. 
However, a more universally accepted knowledge base would have 
made a difference in the time and effort required to put this 
program redesign in place. The knowledge base founding this 
program was in response to a statewide legislated mandate. The 
model was imposed upon this program and quite possibly created 
resistance to the change process. Either providing additional 
time for articulation of a unit philosophy or extending the 
period to implement the program may have achieved a better sense 
of unity and expedited activity in the long run. 

A related concern and lesson learned of this program is with 
the need to empower all faculty involved in the program. As was 
reported earlier, the mandated nature of this program knowledge 
base robbed the faculty of an opportunity to create ownership. 
The mandates required intervention from the college 
administration in order to achieve changes. Programs exploring 
redesign should consider faculty input and a bottom up design for 
change. 

If the opportunity existed to start over, another component 
of the program requiring earlier and more extensive 
consideration, is with the student population. The comprehensive 
nature of this project strained communications at ail levels. 
The immediacy of the legislative model detracted from many 
opportunities to provide early notice; in some instances changes 
were affected before students were provided opportunity to be 
made aware of adjustments. The student population is gradually 
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adjusting to the redesign, but present compliance appears to be 
due to necessity. Greater student awareness, possibly greater 
student input during initial program stages, may have provided a 
sense of unity earlier than will be anticipated with the present 
ci rcums tances surrounding this program. 

A total program configuration represents another concern of 
the change process. This program presently exists in three 
distinct and largely separate components. A general 
univecur r icui um is required of each teacher education major and 
contributes to a student's admissibility to the professional 
program. Once admitted to the teacher preparation program, the 
professional sequence, as redesigned, is viewed as a second 
component of the preparation sequence. Finally, specialty 
studies leading to the definition of particular certificate 
concerns are pursued under depai ^mental advisement. As the 
program presently exists, these components lack a sense of 
in terconnectedness . The general core has been influenced largely 
by design from the university community. The professional 
sequence is regarded by most as a product of the college 
administration. Specialty studies have been articula+ed by the 
different departments throughout campus. The different pieces of 
the puzzle were constructed independent from one another, and 
consequently, now constitute a whole requiring further study 
before instruction will become synchronized. 

Significant strides have been made over the past three 
years. Many professional activities have transpired. With the 
close of the project, changes must now be allowed universal 
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accept ce. The transformation of this program has occurred on 
paper and the construction phase has been completed. Total 
institutionalization of these project elements require time. The 
immediacy of the change process required more administrative 
input than will ultimately be necessary. A healthy professional 
prospective will now be allowed to develop as governance of the 
program features and further developments are extended to the 
university faculty for their input and continued development. 
Products and Dissemination Activities 

Four different products have been developed for 
dissemination of this project. A videotaped overview of this 
program as been used to orient constituent groups throughout the 
state. This video production has been presented to advisors and 
administrators of the sixteen junior and community colleges 
throughout Mississippi. A certification commission has been 
exposed to the program by viewing this presentation. University 
administrators have been educated to developments in this program 
using the videptape, Studonta and faculty grpupa hiivo «!so boon 
updated on the changes and developments of this program via this 
product. The reception to this media overview has been positive 
and copies ha^'e been made available for review and additional 
presentation by the different agents. 

A series of professional papers have been delivered over the 
past three years to both regional and national audiences. During 
the first year of the project, the research redesign was 
presented to audiences at the Mid-South Educational Research 
Association (Schnur, Siders, andCooIey, 1985). An update on 
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features of the program that have been implemented was provided 
participants at the National Council of States on In-service 
Education (Siders, Richmond, Schnur, 1986) focusing specifically 
on the information management system. The system was presented 
to the Association of Teacher Educators in Houston (Schnur, 
Siders, and Cooley 1987) with particular attention provided the 
student teaching experience. The information management system 
and the various report formats extending from this project were 
presented at the summer workshop of the Association of Teacher 
Educators (Schnur and Siders, 1987) in Buffalo, New York. 
Kazelskis, Siders, Richmond, and Schnur (1987) provided an 
overview of the comprehensive retention checks with specific 
attention to establishing standards of performance at the Biloxi 
conference of the Mid-South Educational Research Association. 
Two papers were presented in San Diego at the annual conference 
of the Association of Teacher Educators in 1988. The first of 
these San Diego papers dealt with quality assurance measures 
built into the program reflecting student performance at 
graduation (Schnur and Sider-, 1988). The second presentation 
was in conjunction with five other programs supported by the 
Office of Research and Improvement dealing with change 
documentation and outcomes analysis related to this program 
(?.iders and Schnur 1988). Finally, the Association for 
Supervision and Curriculum Development conference was addressed 
regarding the collaborative nature of this project (Grace, et al, 
1988) at its annual conference in Boston. 
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One article has been published 'Schnur, Siders, and 
Richmond, 1987) reviewing the knowledge base of the professional 
education program. Two other manuscripts are being developed. 
Both, the papers bnd publ icatio.'ts have been favorably received, 
even though all reflect the fo.-.inative stages of this project. 
Future presentations and manuscripts should prove valuable once 
the project has had opportunity to integrate the professional 
program to the student population and throughout the faculty. 

Possibly the most valuable and most favorably received 
product for dissemination has recently been completed. The 
University of Southern Mi ss i ss ippi Handbook and Gu idel ine to 
Teacher Cer ti f icat ion was distributed to deans, chairs, and 
advisors from the respective departments throughout campus 
involved in the teacher education program. This handbook was 
also shared with thirty area school district superintendents 
before the end of summer, 1988, vi th the request for continued 
collaboration and constructive review of the program and 
graduates. Plans are being made for junior colleges to be 
presented a copy of the handbook at an October conference of the 
community colleges and universities in Mississippi. 

In summary, the videotape and handbook providing overview of 
this teacher education program have been the most effective means 
to promote project ideals. The support of these documents has 
been quite favorable and has extended from the individuals having 
most direct contact with the program. The foundation for further 
developments has been established and nurtured. Specific and 
conclusive empirical review of this project has not been 
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available. The philosophy and knowledge base of the program has 
been endorsed by all audiences. The fourth and subsequent years 
of this project revision are anticipated to result in more 
specific responses. 
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PROJECT DEMOGRAPHICS 



Student Characteristics: (Cohort Size, Qualification, etc*) 
Two-hundred-f if ty (250) having passed aM> Exam; 2.5+ CPA on 
restricted core. 



Teacher Characteristics: (No. 
their fields; no. of classroom 
Uni versi ty : 
10 Education 

2 Science & 

3 Liberal A. 
6 special subjects 



& Psychology 

Technology 

ts 



of University faculty involved and 

teachers and their grade levels) 

LEA teachers: 

60 elementary 

'fO secondary 

20 speci al subjects 



School/District Characteristics: (No. of districts and 
involved; size and location of districts/schools) 
5 districts , 27 schools 
Forrest County districts 
Lamar District: 1200 



schools 



range from 3,000 450 



Program Characteristics: (Level, Program Orientation, etc.) 
Undergraduate teacher education program par t i t i oned into Basic 



Advanced, and Recital stages. Key 
of documenting program outcomes. 



characteristics is automated sys tem 
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II. IMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS 



Costs: $170,000 total budget over 3 years. 

Training: Participants required training in the use of the . 

Mississippi Teacher Assessment Instruments in order to integrate the 

system. Optical Code sheet design skills are necessary. Progranming 
of computer for data analyses and reporting. 

Materials/Equi pme n t : 

SCANTRON 1200 Optical Code Reader 

Mai nf rame computer 

MS-DOS compatible personal computer 
SPiS-X Sof tware 

Personnel : 

Project director, computer programmer, research analyst, 21 
university faculty, 120 public school teachers. 

Organ i zat ional Arrangements: 

Project Director 

research 

LEA teachers university faculty computer programmer analyst 
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I. 

A. 



September, 1988 
Practice Prof i le 
University of Southern Missi ssippi 
Contract # 400-85-1064 

Organizing and Maintaining Partnerships: 

Component: University Faculty and Public School Collaborative: 



IDEAL 



ACCEPTABLE 



Role preparation and setting climate: 



University and Public School 
col laborators cooperatively 
received training in the MTAI* 
to certified evaluator status 
and were briefed on the nature 
of the project and desired 
outcomes . 



Uni versi ty and Pub I i c 
School Collaborators 
received trai ni ng in 
the MTAI and completed 
responsi bi 1 i t i es as 
two unique groups. 



UNACCEPTABLE 



Col laborators received 
only training in the 
MTAI *. Trai nee s do 
not have an opportunity 
to contribute to project 
ou tcomes . 

or 

Col laborators 
MTAI criteria 



fail to meet 
as an evaluator 



Collaborators received Collaborative members were 

a list of program goals informed of their 

and consent to portions responsibilities and 

of the responsibilities, decided not to participate. 



b. Program development task: 

Collaborators are presented 
with five key responsibilities 
for involvement: 

1. training to model 

2. conduct literature review 

3. review existing program 
suggest curriculum redesign 

5. establish an implementation 
pl an for years 2 & 3. 

*"The MTAI is the Mississippi Teacher Assessment Instruments, 
model of entry level teacher effectiveness mandated for use 
State Department of Education. 



eval uat i on 

by the Missi ssippi 
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I. 

A. 
c . 



Organizing and Maintaining Partnerships: 

Component: University Faculty and Public School Collaborative: 



IDEAL 

Role responsibi 1 i ties 



University faculty reviewed 
existing instructional practices 
and curriculum for discrepancies 
in presentation of MTAI 
indicators and NTE 
standards • 

University faculty adjust 
instruction to specified 
level s accommodat ing 
MTAI /NTE discrepancies. 



University faculty adjust 
evaluate, collect, and 
transmit student perform- 
ance data to an automated 
monitor system. 



ACCEPTABLE 



Uni versi ty faculty 
review curriculum 
but ignore MTAI and/or 
NTE standards. 



Uni versi ty f acul ty 
ignore curriculum 
di screpancies and 
let student per f ormance 
dictate ad j us tments . 

Uni versi ty faculty 
are aware of monitor 
system but f ai 1 to 
either evaluate or 
col lect and transmi t 
s tudent performance 
data . 



UNACCEPTABLE 



University faculty do not 
contribute to curriculum 
review. 



Uni versi ty f acul ty 
ignore cur r icu 1 um 
discrepancies and teach 
traditional content. 



University faculty ignore 
monitor system and student 
performance data. 
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II. Instructional Content: 



A. Component: Content Assignment Matrix: 
a. Nature/choice of content: 



IDEAL 

Content Indicators are 
di s t r i buted throughout 
the courses. Appropriate 
levels of instruction 
are reflected in the 
progressive presentation 
of pedagogy (i.e. knowledge 
level acquisition) for 
first level ; guided 
laboratory exper ience 
(role playing; peer 
teaching) during second 
level; classroom performance 
during student teaching for 
thi rd level . 

b. Use of Content: 

IDEAL 

Instruction content becomes 
increasingly more sophisticated 
from Stage 1 to Stage 2 to 
Stage 3 instruction. 



AXEPTABLE 

Content i s theore t i ca I 
in nature at first and 
second level wi th some 
reflection on practice 
at latter stage. 



ACCEPTABLE 

Content preparation 
is unique from Stage 
1 to Stage 2 but some- 
what redundant to 
Stage 3 in relation to 
pre-requi s i te knowledge 
base. 



UNACCEPTABLE 

Formative review of student 
performance is not recogni zed 
in del i very of instruction. 



UNACCEPTABLE 

No distinction in content 
is present among any of 
three levels of instruction. 
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IK Instructional Content 



A. Component: Content Assignment Matrix: 



IDEAL 

Instruction materials: 



ERLC 



Initial level of instruction 
is founded in lecture reflecting 
contemporary research from 
professional literature, 
supplemented with audiovisual 
presentation and controlled 
student reaction to case studies. 

Second level of instruction 
requires increased student 
responsibi 1 i ty through 
role-playing, peer teaching, 
and mi croteach i ng • Instruction 
requires controlled presentation 
of practice teaching encounters 
(behavior problems, instructional 
diversification, unique student 
needs) and promotion of working 
knowledge of MTAI as an 
eval uat i on parad igm. 

Exit level instruction requires 
student performance during 
student teaching. 
A student teaching seminar 
presents individual ized 
ins t rue t ion add r ess i ng 
deficiencies in MTAI ratings. 
Feedback should incorporate 
videotaping and self -eva 1 uat ion 
followed by prescribed readings. 
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ACCEPTABLE 



Initial level of 
instruction is founded 
in lecture ref lect ing 
contemporary research 
from professional 
1 i terature . 



Second level of 
instruction re qui res 
increased student 
responsibi 1 i ty through 
role-playing and 
promotion of a working 
knowledge of the MTAI 
as an evaluation 
parad igm« 



Exi t level instruction 
requires student 
performance dur i ng 
student teaching. A 
student teachi ng 
seminar is structured 
around MTAI deficits 
determined by 
supervisor observat ion. 



UNACCEPTABLE 



Initial level of instruction 
reflects pure lecture, passive 
student responsibi 1 i ty and 
traditional content as presented 
prior to curriculum revision. 



Second level of instruction 
includes methods of instruction 
course without guided laboratory 
activity. Presentation of the 
MTAI evaluation is non-existent. 



Ex it level instruction 
requires student performance 
during student teachi ng . 
Supervisors base observation on 
model unique to MTAI. A student 
teaching seminar is not related 
to student needs and exists 
largely from predetermined 
content . 
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III. Instructional Processes: Revised instructional roles for 
teachers, instructors, and student teaching supervisors. 



A. Component: Collaborative Teacher Role 

IDEAL ACCEPTABLE 



a • Respons i bi 1 i t ies : 

Public School Col laborator 
assesses student teacher 
performance using MTAI 
standards during student 
teaching experience and 
bases instructional 
interaction on MTAI review. 



Classroom teacher 
conducts MTAI review 
dur i ng student teach i ng 
exper ience, but does 
not integrate student 
performance measures 
into instructional 
interaction with student 



b. Pre-service model (vis a vis student teacher) 



Public school collaborators 
receive evaluator training, 
host student teachers, 
and report suggestions for 
teacher education redesign. 



Eval uator traini ng 
status leads to role 
of student teaching 
coordinator. No 
redes ign suggestions 
are forwarded to 
university faculty. 



Organizational arrangements logi sties: 



Classroom cooperating teacher 
re.cei ves planning period to 
provide formative feedback to 
student teachers. 



Classroom cooperating 
teacher provides 
f o rma t i ve feedback to 
student teachers as an 
added responsibi j i ty . 



UNACCEPTABLE 



MTAI is not used for 
student teacher assessment 
dur ing student teach ing 
experience . 



Publ ic school col laborator 
receives training but does 
not achieve eval uato r 
status and is not eligible 
to host student teachers. 



Classroom teacher is not 
involved in feedback to 
the student . 
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III. Instructional Processes: Revised instructional roles for 
teachers, instructors, and student teaching supervisors. 



&• Component: University Instructor; 



IDEAL 

Student Teaching Seminar begins 
with 3 day workshop follov/ed 
by needs-based, instructional 
sessions structured around 
MTAI deficits. 



^CEPTABLE 

Student teaching 
semi nar instruci'or 
provides intensive 
instruction during 
semester from pre- 
determi ned sequence 



C. Component: Student Teaching** Supervisor 



UNACCEPTABLE 

Student teac'iing seminar 
ins true tor does not pre- 
determi ne sequence or 
consider MTAI performance 
in delivery of instruction 



University faculty conduct 
MTAI reviews at the third, 
fifth and seventh week of 
each student teaching 
experience and lorward 
observations to Director 
of Student Teaching within 
2 days of observation. 



•'Uni vers i ty f acu 1 ty 
conduct MTAI reviews 
at the third, fifth, 
and seventh weeks of 
each student teach i ng 
experience and forward 
observations to Director 
of Student Teaching 
wi thi n I week of 
observat ion . 



University faculty either 
do not conduc t asses smen t 
based on MTAI or do not 
forward materials in a 
timely fashion. 



Student teaching semesters consist of two, unique eight-week experiences. 
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IV. Student Evaluation Processes 



Al . Component: Assessment Tools: Embedded Knowledge Retention Examination 



IDEAL 

Examination items 
are developed for 
each performance 
indicator per course. 

Sufficient numbers (15) 
of exam items ai e compiled 
per competency tv 
clustering item indicators. 



Test validation studies have 
been conducted and item 
difficulty indices are 
assigned each item. 



ACCEPTABLE 

Exami nation i tems are 
developed for each 
per f ormance indicator 
per curriculum stage. 

Minimum numbers (7) 
of performance exam 
i tems are compi led 
per competency by 
cl us ter ing i tern 
indicators, 

Tes t validat ion studies 
have been conducted and 
item difficulty indices 
are assigned each item. 



UNACCEPTABLE 

Examination i tems 
are absent for any 
per f ormance indicator 
per curriculum stage. 

Less than seven exam 
i tems are comp i 1 ed pe r 
per f ormance compe tency 
or item indicators are 
disproportionately 
cl us tered . 

Test validation studies 
have been conducted for 
portions of the test 
item bank. 
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IV. Student Evaluation Processes 
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A2. Component: Assessment Tools: Embedded Knowledge Retention Examination 

IDEAL ACCEPTABLE UNACCEPTABLE 

Computer scored response Computer scored response Student examination responses 

sheets are used to record sheets are used to record require hand scoring and 

and enter student examination and enter student examination duplicate processing to 

responses into a computer responses into a computer achieve computer entry* 

bank. bank. 



The automated monitor system 
informs college adminis- 
tration and students of 
advancement in professional 
education core. 

Uni vers i ty Facu 1 ty 
review and update 
examination item pool 
ref lect i ng s tudent 
competence/i ns t rue t i ona 1 
effectiveness per 
semester . 



The automated monitor system 
informs students of advance- 
ment in professional 
education core. 



University Faculty 
review and update 
examination item pool 
ref lecting student 
competence/i ns true t i ona 1 
effectiveness per year. 



The automated monitor system 
does not inform students 
of advancement in 
prof ess i ona 1 educat i on 
core. 

Uni vers i ty Facu 1 ty 
do not review and 
update examination 
i tem pool . 
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IV. Student Evaluation Processes 



A3. Component: Assessment Process: Student Teaching 
IDEAL ACCEPTABLE 



MTAI evaluations are 
conducted for 2 lesson 
plans per student teaching 
experience by: 

1. university supervisor 

2. public school collaborator 

3. public school administrator 



Students demonstrate 100% 
of MTAI competencies 
during each student 
teach i ng exper i ence . 



Student MTAI ratings 
are recorded on SCANTRON 
sheets and entered in teacher 
education data base throughout 
the experience. 



Needs-based instruction is 
incorporated into 100% of 
student teaching seminars. 



MTAI evaluations are 
conducted for 1 lesson 
plan per student 
teaching exper i ence by : 

1. university supervisor 

2. public school 

col 1 abor ator 

3. public school 

admi ni strator 

Students "demonstrate 
100% of M.AI 
competencies dur ing 
one student teach ing 
experience. 

Student MTAI ratings 
are recorded on SCANTRON 
sheets and entered in 
teacher educat ion data 
base at the completion 
of the experience. 

Needs -based inst ruction 
i s incorporated into 
70% of student 
teaching seminars . 



UNACCEPTABLE 

MTAi evaluations are 
conducted for 1 leoson 
plan per student teaching 
semester by: 

K university supervisor 

2. publ ic school 
col laborator 



Students demonstrate 
less than 100% of MTAI 
during semester . 



Student MTAI ratings 
are recorded informally 
and are not deposited 
in teacher education 
data base. 



Needs-based instruction 
is incorporated into less 
than 70% of student 
teaching seminars . 
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IV. Student Evaluation Processes 
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Bl. Component: As ses smen t /Adv i semen t Process: Program Advi semen t 



IDEAL 

100% of students wi 1 1 be 
admitted to Teacher Education 
(admissions exam and grade point 
average) prior to taking any 
professional education course- 
work or certificate area 
coursework. 



ACCEPTABLE 

100% of students wi 1 1 
be admitted to Teacher 
Educat ion (admi ss i on s 
exam and grade point 
average) prior to 
completing more than 
six hours of certificate 
area coursework and any 
professional educat ion 
credi ts. 



UNACCEPTABLE 

Less than 100% of students 
will gain admission prior 
to completing any 
education coursework. 



B2. Component: Assessment /Advi semen t Process: Program Review 

IDEAL ACCEPTABLE UNACCEPTABLE 



A thirty percent increase in 
the measured knowledge base 
as determined by pre- post 
comparisons oi: retention 
checks in first two stages 
of professional study. 



Total competency mastery is 
evidenced between pre- post 
comparisons of student MTAI 
performance measures resulting 
from guided lab experiences 
as compared to final student 
teaching observations. 



Pearson correlations greater 
than .50 are measured between 
pre-service post -service 
teach^lng performance measures 
e> 
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A ten percent 
increase in the 
measured knowledge 
base is determined 
by pre- post compari- 
sons of retention 
checks in f i rst two 
stages of professional 
study. 

Mastery of eighty-five 
percent of the compe- 
tency exists in pre- 
post measures when 
compar ing gu ided lab 
exper iences wi th 
f inal student teaching 
observations . 

Pearson correlations 
between .35 and .50 
are measured between 
pre-service and post- 
service teaching 
perf -'jrmanr e measurei» 



No gain in knowledge 
base is deternsined by 
pre -post compar i sons 
of retention checks in 
first two stages of 
prof ess ional study . 



Less than 85% in pre- 
post MTAI performance 
measures occur f rom 
gu ided lab exper i ences 
to final student 
teach ing observations. 



Pearson correlations 
less than .35 between 
pre-service post-service 
teach i ng performance 
measures exist. 



^ex.Ls-t-._ 



Program Assessment Report 



Pro to type for Automated Teacher 
Performance Assessment 



OERI Contract //400-85-106* 
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Pro j ect Di rector 

Dr. Mark G. Richmond 
Comp uter Progr amme r 

Dr. Richard Kazelskis 
Research Analyst 



September , 1988 
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Program Arsessment Report 
Prototype for Aut ^ated Teacher Performance Assessment 
OERI Coniract #400-85-1065 
University of Southern Mississippi 

Major Questions 

Debate over five year, fifth year or traditional four year 

program superiority could continue for unforeseeable years 

without concluding a best practice (Armstrong, Savage, & Erion, 

1986; Hawley, 1987; King, 1986). In fact, concluding one frame 

of reference for ell of teacher education is highly improbable 

(Tom, 1985). The context of the social and professional 

community, often influenced by a state economy, will have much to 

do with the most appropriate teacher education process (Apple, 

1987) . 

Mississippi is typified to the outb-ider as a poor, rural 
state. Overcoming a long tradition of classification as the 
Jowest teacher salaried state in the country has become a chief 
political goal of Governor Ray Mabus. A long history of 
dv-indling regard for educators is another obstacle to improvement 
of the education milieu in this state. The governor's message 
for Mississippi is to accept and recognize educators as vital and 
special people in the future of Mississippi. This new breed of 
state leadership has brought to public attention the need to 
invest in education as a primary motivator of economic 
development. A great deal of hard work and patience must be 
exnibited in order that low salaries, low regard for teachers, 
and adverse working conditions be improved. Readily identifiable 
teaching skills must be promoted to engender public support which 
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is essential to change in education. A humble economy such as 
Mississippi's can only support moderate financing without 
stronger identification with the teaching profession and its 
effectiveness . 

With these constraints in mind, a performance based model 
was adopted to promote a common understanding of the teaching 
profession. The credibility of teaching practices was 
immediately improved with the institution of the evaluative 
measures accompanying the Mi s s i s s ipp i Teacher Assessment 
Ins trumen ts (MTAI) model. Per formance. based models have been 
criticized, however, for the narrow perspective represented. 
Weak and inconsistent empirical reviews further detract from the 
image of performance based teaching (Zeichner, 1983). 

Recent suggested improvements to the profession (Carnegie 
Foundation, 1986; Feinberg, 1987) propose escalating the 
professional image of teaching through graduate degrees for 
entrance into the teaching field. One perception of the Holmes 
proposal is that it may inflate manpower costs without true 
emp irical support to substantiate the proposed changes (King, 
1986). Cost inflation occurs merely by virtue oi extending or 
adding training. The educational, political, and economic 
climate in Mississippi, all serve to regard extended programming 
or graduate degree entrance into the profession as an 
extravagance. 

This project set ahout the initial task of providing 
confirmation or refutation of the utility of a state mandated 
performance based model for teaching. In addition, the 
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relationship of performance based measures to teacher education 
practices required investigation. This model was also translated 
to a quality assurance system leading to improved teacher 
performance and providing a smoother transition during the 
induction phase of a teaching career. Finally, based upoh the 
longitudinal review, this project may lead to evolution and 
refinement of performance based practices supporting continued 
growth and maturity of teaching as a profession. 

This project was undertaken through a one year planning 
•period and two years of phased-in program redesign. Three 
questions were addressed reflecting outcomes of the redesigned 
program model. Two questions were investigated leading to 
decisions about the implementation of program changes. Questions 
reflecting program outcome follow: 

1. Will mean differences between pre/post program 
comparisons at three different instructional levels reflect a 
developmental knowledge base in this teacher education program? 

2. Will correlations of post program measures at three 
different instructional stages reflect a pattern of teacher 
education student development when compared to final student 
teach i ng as ses smen ts? 

3. Wi i 1 correlations of Stage 1, 2, and 3, data against 
graduate performances on the Mi s s i s s i ppi Teacher Assessment 
Ins trumen ts anc the Na t lona ^ Teacher Examina t ion reflect 
different levels of performance throughout a teacher education 
prog.* am? 
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Questions reviewing the redesign and program implementation were: 
Will university teaching inventories reflect any 
difference in instructional processes at different stages 
of the teacher education program? 
5, Will the automated monitor system leading to quality 

assurance of beginning teacher performance improve student 
performance and support progr i revision, and improvement? 
Program/Component Description: 
This project reviews a performance based approach to teacher 
education as reflected in upper division (junior and senior year) 
coursework, A schematic profile of the professional sequence is 
presented in Figure I, Per formance measures of teacher education 
majors were checked continuously over two years. Approximately 
200 students were reviewed at varying stages of development in 
this program. Information reflects program preparation in the 
final tv*o years of training where professional education content 
is emphasized (Schnur, Siders, and Richmond, 1987), 

Program modi f ica t ions reflect two program approval measures 
(the knowledge base via the Nat iona 1 Teacher Exam and teaching 
practice via the performance based model, MTAI ) • To this end, a 
curriculum revision process was foliowe esulting in a new 
Professional Education Cor^. 

The curiMculu'm revi fallowed three distinct steps. 

Initially, curriculum Ov- ' ^ 's were identified. Outcomes were 
listed for presentation to ^acuity reflecting the forty-two 
indicators of performance in t. MTAI and sixteen clusters of the 
Nat i ona 1 Teacher Examinat i on (NTE), This total of fifty-eight 
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Figure 1 
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curricular strands was presented to the university faculty 
presently teaching the professional education coursework. An 
overview of the fourteen competencies in the MTAI is provided in 
Appendix A to give the reader a sense of the general curriculum 
outcomes* Next, faculty in the core sequence were requested to 
reflect on the depth of coverage with respect to each course. 
Courses were examined in three ways: (a) nature of instruction, 
(b) type of evaluation, (c) time of coverage for each of the 
fifty-eight curriculum strands. Faculty were provided 
opportunity to respond following .a menu of practices as depicted 
in Figure 2. Finally, following the faculty input, depth of 
coverage was analyzed and curriculum assignments were established 
by imposing the conversion indices in the right hand column of 
Figure 2. A formulated process of summing and balancing depth 
coverage per course assisted in the design of the curriculum 
matrix presented in Appendix B. The curriculum matrix regarded 
adjustments in curriculuin strands that were over instructed as 
well as not covered. The curriculum matrix was then provided to 
the university faculty responsible for original input, and 
con ten t ad j us tmen ts per course were requested. 

Supplementing this innovative program is a computerized 
quality assurance system put in place to record student 
performance measures throughout the Professional Education Core. 
Computer entry of information was made possible through the 
design of response sheets with penci 1 coded bubbles for the 
register of student answers or faculty supervisors or public 
school coordinators observation ratings (Appendix C). 
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Key: 0 = not covered Figure 2 

1 = knowledge acquisition Curriculum Revision Process 

2 = cognitive comprehension 

3 = application mastery 

INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES 
Ratin g Conversion Activity 



1 


1. 


Lecture 


1 


2. 


Observation of teaching situation 


2 


3. 


Case Study 


1 


4. 


Curriculum review 


2 


5. 


Curriculum development 


1 


6. 


Material review 


2 


7. 


Material demonstrav ion 


3 


8. 


Microteaching - role playing 


3 


9. 


Tutoring experience 


3 


10. 


Field practicum 


1 


11. 


Use of audiovisual r edia 




12. 


Other 




13. 


END 



EVALUATION PRACTICES 



Rating Conversion 



1 


1. 


1 


2. 


2 


3. 


2 


4. 


3 


5. 


2 


6. 


2 


7. 


3 


8. 
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END 



AMOUNT OF TIME IN MINUTES 
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Rating Conversion 



Activity 



0 
1 
1 
2 

2 
2 
3 



!• Less than 30 minutes 

2. 31 to 60 minutes per 

3. 1 to 2 hours per 

4. 2 to 4 hours per 

5. 4 to 6 hours per 
6* 6 to 8 hours per 
?• 8 to 10 hours per 
8. 



per semester 
semester 
semester 
semester 
semester 
semester 
semester 



More than 10 hours per seinester 
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With the intention to redesign this professional education 
program while remaining cognizant of the social context of 
Mississippi, the following program goals were ar ticul =:ted: 

1. Training university and public school collaborators in 

the the use of the Mi ss i ss i pp i Teacher Assessment Ins truments 
(MTAI ) and National Teacher Exami nat i on (NTE) content to: 

a. make ad j ustments to curricular offer ings 
reflecting performance standards, and 

b. employ the performance measures during student 
* teaching exper iences . 

2. Correlate professional education course content with 
the evaluative criteria contained in the MTAI and NTE. 

3. Develop a knowledge base within teacher education 

majors in the evaluative criteria contained in the MTAI and NTE 
Chronicle the instructional process leading to 
development of teaching skills from .entry level coursework 
through the exiting student teach.er experience. 
5. Implement a computer program which will monitor the 

performance of USM teacher education majors throughout the 
Professional Education Core and when engaged in student teachin 
as per the evaluative criteria contained in the MTAI and NTE. 
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6. Implement a computer managed instructional program 

which will monitor antecedent teaching behavior of students 
subsequent^ teaching behaviors to determine if relationships 
between teacher education instruction and evaluative criteri 
contained in the MTAI and NTE exists. In short, this projec 
deals with the revision of a Professional Education Core anc 
a generic application to all areas of teaching with respect 
pedagogy. 

SAMPLE 

Teacher education majors at a compreheiis i ve mi d-soufh - 
university comprised the primary population surveyed in this 
project. Approximately two hundred students were involved in 
some form of review in this project. To be eligible for 
inclusion in the study, students were required to demonstrate a 
2.5 grade point average based on a *.0 scale, from a restricted 
44 hour general core of coursework. Students were also required 
to clear performance standards for admission as' measured by the 
Col 1 ege Outcomes Measures Program , developed by the American 
College Testing Services. 

Faculty from the university who were involved 'n this study 
numbered sixty. Faculty are represented from five of seven 
departments in the College of Education and Psychology and ten 
departments ir five colleges and schools working' in conjunction 
with the college. Faculty represented all aspects of the 
university structure involved in the teacher education program. 
Faculty were trained to a predetermined level of inte'^-rater 
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performance when evaluating teaching effectiveness with the 
Miss iss ippi Teacher Assessment Instruments > 

Ninety teachers from five comniunity school districts were 
also included in this study. Teachers were provided training in 
the use of the Mi ss i ss i ppi Teacher Assessment Instruments 
identical to that provided the univers i ty' f acul ty involved in the 
project. Teachers were then involved in a variety of activities 
to develop and/or implement changes in the professional program 
including instruction and assessment practices applied to teacher 
education majors. Groups of teachers were trained annually for 
each of the three years of the project. 

Methodo 1 ogy 

A profile of the research design of this program is 
presented in Figure 3 to assist the reader in determining the 
various comparisons and different levels of the program. Pre and 
post comparisons for each of three stages are evident by the 1:1 
(e.g., pretest : post test), 2:2, and 3:3 notations. The 
comparisons support the investigation proposed by Question 1. 
Question 2 contrasts Stages 1 and 2 information with student 
teaching (1,2:3) (e.g., post test 1 & 2 : post test 3). Question 
3, to be reviewed this academic year (1988-89) is depicted in the 
far right review (1,2,3:^). The base of the figure presents a 
knowledge inventory review of col 1 eg i ate instructional style 
which addressed implementation concerns in Question #4. 

Question #1 dealing with pre/post program comparisons for 
the three different levels of the professional program required 
data collection from students admitted to the professional 
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education program* Pre-program information was collected for 
each stage at the beginning of the semester or following a period 
of orientation to^different aspects of the program. First stage 
pre-testing was conducted during the first week of the semester. 
These data were co 1 1 ected wi th a criterion-referenced, multiple- 
choice exam, which had been developed by members of the 
university faculty. Students were assessed at the beginning of 
each of four courses comprising the first stage of instruction. 
Parallel post-program information was ccil^cted at the completion 
of the junior year when the four core courses were completed. 
Data collection was with the same criterion-referenced testbank 
designed as a retention check of first stage knowledge from chis 
pr ogr am. 

The second stage of the program pre-sequence information was 
collected during the Assessment of Teaching class. This one hour 
course, dealing with the use of the Mi.'asissippi Teach i n g 
Asses smen t Ins tr uments , required student ratings of standardized 
video tapes and lesson plans. Ratings which were collected as 
part of this assessment model, were treated as the pre-measure for 
the second stage of instruction. At the completion of the first 
semester, senior year, a second staging exam was administered to 
students satisfying all Stage 2 course requirements. Unique, 
standardized, videotapes and lesson plans were' viewed by the 
students and ratings of teacher effectiveness were used to 
determine students ' readiness for student teaching experiences. 
Data from both bases were collected using coding sheets to 
facilitate computer entry of data. 
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The third stage pre/post program comparison also focused on 
the Mississippi Teacher Assessment Ins truments and Nat ionai 
Teacher Exam > A requirement of the Stage 2 programming included 
role-playing experiences in an area methods class and development 
of a teacher lesson plan. The role play experience and lesson 
plans were rated using the Mis s i s s i ppi Teacher Assessment 
Instruments . Post-program comparisons were conducted during the 
student teaching experience. Student teacher ratings were 
structured with the Mi s s i s s ij)pi Teacher As ses smen t Instruments . 
Evaluations were generated by the supervisors and coordinators in 
the public schools. 

The second question deals with the same data base. 
Correlative measures of the three stages, contrasted with 
comparisons to the student teaching assessment information serve 
as the focus. Student information collected from each of three 
stages were tested against performance measures administered 
during student teaching to determine whether or not the knowledge 
base for teacher education in this model differed from entry 
level knowledge as wel 1 as knowledge measured developmental ly 
throughout the program. The redesign curriculum called for 
kn owl edge acquisition level instruction at initial stages of the 
program. Activities leading to greater student involvement 
should have been reflected in different levels of instructional 
coverage in student performance as related to the student 
teaching exper ience. 

Question #3 parallels the information reviewed in Question 
2, but uses the post-program performance on the National Teacher 
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Exam and provisional measures of teaching effectiveness following 
graduation. Data on program graduates are not currently 
^available. Graduates of the program entering classrooms this 
fall will support reviews following an initial year of teaching. 

Question #^ reviews collegiate instructional information to 5 
determine diversity existing at different stages of the teacher 
education program. Students in Stages 1 and 2 were requested to 
respond to the Knowledge Inventories as a weekly journal entry in 
a timeframe suggested by the course instructor. A graduate 
assistant was used to gather this information. Data have been 
di sp 1 ayed wi th histograms reflecting the different course 
instructional approaches. Information is presented in Figure * 
a-d to distinguish the information base and learning activities 
between Stages 1 and 2 of the professional sequence. Based on 
the information provided through student surveys, a void of 
student interaction exists in Stage 1 instruction as compared to 
Stage 2. The preponderance of learning activity (Figure ^ a & b) 
at both stages was An the presen ta'' ion of information or 
deiT)OriS tration of teaching. However, a balance in other learning 
activities was more evident in the Stage 2 coursework than in 
Stage 1 and student activity was much more a factor in the Stage 
2 coursework. Figure 4c-d parallels the ov<*rview of learsiing 
activity by emphasizing the *source of information made available 
to the students. The most obvious difference from Stage 1 to 
Stage 2 activity was with the reduction in the use of text when 
students were presented information in the second stage. 
Students also reported an increase in use of videotape and 
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Figure 4b 
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Figure 4d 
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interaction with their peers at the second stage of instruction 
as a more integral source of information in this program. 

Question //5 surveyed the quality assurance system and i lS 
effect on continued improvements to this professional program. 
The verdict will remain open with respect to the impact on 
student performance following graduation from this program. The 
information management system, central to this project, has 
already been successfully used during curriculum review efforts 
during the second and third year. In fact the information 
management system was recognized by the second year external 
evaluator as an integral component for continued development of 
this professional program. 

INSTRUMENTATION 

Data collection occurred in four distinct settings 
throughout the professional education program. The first data 
collection materialized from a multiple-choice comprehensive exam 
developed by the teacher education faculty involved in this 
program. The structure of the comprehensive, multiple choice 
exam paralleled the competency coverage as assigned in the 
curricular matrix. Appendix Bl * The exam was structured around 
four courses in the first stage of the professional program and 
item breakdowns are reviewed in Table 1. Minimum performance 
standards* were developed using the Nedelsky procedure to arrive 
at criterion referenced standards of performance (Gross, 1985). 
Data were gathered for each of the teacher education majors in 
this study in Stage I via a generic, optical character 
recognition scoresheet as depicted in Appendix Bl . This 
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comprehensive exam was administered to approximately 200 students 
over seven administrations. 

The second data collection took place in one of the new 
courses developed for this program, Assessment of Teaching . The 
intent of this course was to make the student aware of the 
Miss iss ippi Teacher Assessment Ins trur«ents anJ includes 
procedures to develop evaluative skills in the discrimination of 
effective and non-effective teaching by the student. Data 
collection occurr^^ through a second optical code recognition 
sheet displayed in Appendix B2. The most salient feature of this 
collection instrument is the first and second choice response 
profile. This manner of responding profiled acclamation to the 
evaluation system. Students consistently matching first choices 
to standardized ratings of video tapes and lesson portfolios were 
determined to be better discriminators of effective teaching than 
those consistently matching second choices or never matching 
choices to standardized i^tings. 

The third data collection occurred via a second 
compr ehens ive examination. A third optical code r ecogn i t i on 
sheet, available in Appendix B3, was once again used to capture 
information. Materials similar to those used in the Assessment 
of Teac h ing course were presented to students for single response 
discrimination of effective and ineffective instruction. Passing 
performances were identified with degrees of matches to 
s tandai-dized ratings. Prescriptive instruction reviews were 
defined for specific knowledge areas where students exhibited 
deficient skills in di*scr imi nat i ng effective from non-effective 
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teaching practice. Student ability in lesson planning and 
pos i t ion ski I Is has been questioned for 26% o£ the students 
attempting the Advanced Core Examination. Remedial 
prescriptions, drawing attention to the students' need for 
additional study of these teaching practices have been forwarded 
to the student teaching seminar faculty. 

The Miss iss ippi Teacher Assessment Ins trumen ts were used to 
assess student teach ing performance. Supervising and 
coordinating instructors record student performance ratings 
during student teaching reviews using code recognition sheets in. 
Appendix B3 . 

Resu I ts 

Data comprehensive to the entire program were made ' ava i labl e 
the first time during Summer of 1988. Analysis was promising in 
certain areas and disappointing in others. The major conclusion 
is that the distinction of one stage from another does occur and 
that different aspects of the program promote different teaching 
practices- The program begins with knowledge acquisition level 
instruction which supports the development of more static, 
instr''ct ional planning activities measured by the Basic Core 
Examination. Information in TableslA, B, and C located in 
Appendix D indicates that lesson planning skills are the most 
evident of all teaching measures reviewed in the Basic Core 
Examination. As the program evolved and student activity became 
morr ani.nate, other teaching competencies began to emerge. The 
second stage of the program appears to promote development of 
classroom instr . ♦'ional procedures derived from prerequisite 
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lesson planning. The exiting semester required student teaching 
and supported the development of interpersonal skills, which were 
contingent on the school environment as a medium to develop 
interactions as well as realistically measure this repertoire. 
Table 1 is presented to illustrate the database reflected from 
teacher education practices in this program. Information is 
presented for each of the four core courses for pre/post test 
measures for che total test per course. Data are then presented 
per MTAI subscale and the N ational Teacher Exrm (NTE) cluster of 
information per course. Independent scores were generated for 
the different pre/post measures per course and significance was 
determined (p = .0001) for the course subscales for the total 
test as well as coverage particularly of the Nat ional Teacher 
Exam per course. In fact, consistent, statistically significant 
measures were concluded in all subjects across all areas with 
regard to knowledge gain per course. Information from Table 2 is 
continued in Appendix D reflecting competencies structuring the 
subscales Lesson Planning Skills, Classroom Procedures, and 
Interpersonal Skills required of the teacher. 

Information from Table 1 was also reconstructed to reflect 
the percent of knowledge base evident from pre-testing and post- 
testing, as well as changes in the two measures per course per 
subtest. The number of items used to determine the pre and post 
test knowledge base becomes increasingly smaller as reviews moved 
from the total examination, to clusters by course, to sub scales 
of the test, and finally to specific competencies. The 
percentage of knowledge must be treated cautiously relative to 



70 



Table 1 



Preusst - Posttest 
Coxuparisons and T-Test Results 
For The Basic Core Hxamination 



(by Course and Areas within each Course) 





Educational 


Foundations 


Survei of the 


Tests and 




Psychologj 


of Education 


ExceptlcnsI Child 


ifeasureaents 




pre 


post 


pre post 


pre 


post 


pre 


post 


TOTii, TEST 










■ 






flUSDer 01 lt63S 


31 


31 


in in 


32 


32 


34 


34 


auiDcr 01 oUDjeccs 


179 


163 


lJU luJ 


181 


163 


118 


163 


acoQ 


21.68 


25.41 


13. Oa iJtDl 


23.61 


25.71 


18.91 


23.21 


uCalivlaru i/cVlotlOD 


3.27 


2.82 


J. 3/ J,AH 


3.03 


2.60 


3.84 


3.10 


w value 


11.2688 






0.8679 




i0.3723 






0.0001 


A nnni 




C.OOOl 




O.OOGl 


Lesson Pla&Ding 


















7 


7 




7 


7 


S 


9 


auuer o£ ouojects 


179 


163 


IJU IQJ 


181 


163 


118 


le.' 


Qcolx 


5.35 


6.37 


J. 4^ ^.^0 


5.72 


5.90 


4.71 


5.82' 


oinllllnld IIHUtnl t Oil 


1.07 


0.71 




1.16 


n 03 

V . 


1 £1 


1 11 


t""V3lue 


10.220} 


n QKn 

U. jJDU 




1.5238 




6.3055 


siyuiiicancc 




0.0001 


U.1/3J 




0.0642 




0.0001 


Classrool Procedures 
















HuBber of iteis 


6 


0 


b 0 


8 


8 


15 


IS 


Husber of Subjects 


179 


163 


lJU Iti 


181 


163 


118 


163 


Mean 


4.89 


5.51 


4.39 3.^7 


6.01 


6.23 


8.84 


. 10.30 


Standa. ueviation 


0.99 


0.71 


1.1/ U./3 


1.24 


1.16 


1.97 


1.68 


t-value 




6.6031 


/.14j/ 




1.7107 




6.6950 


significac^e 




G.OOOl 






0.0440 




0.0001 


Interpersonal Sxills 
















Naaber of iteis 


8 


8 




8 


8 


3 


3 


Huaber of Subjects 


179 


163 


HO 


181 


163 


118 


163 


Mean 


5.12 


5.90 


COYERiGE 


5.78 


6.Q8 


2.00 


2.32 


Standard Deviation 


1.25 


1.36 




1.15 


1.10 


0.67 


0.60 


t-?3lue 




5.5b26 






2.4255 




4.2147 


significance 




O.OOCl 






0.0079 


i 


0.0001 


Rational Teachers Bxaaination 














Huaber of iteas 


10 


10 


14 14 


9 


9 


7 


7 


Euaber of Subjects 


1.9 


163 


130 163 


181 


163 


:i8 


163 


Xean 


6.32 


7.63 


5.14 8.22 


6.09 


7.50 


3.63 


4.77 


Standard Deviation 


1.65 


1.32 


2.16 2.31 


1.55 


1.15 


1.49 


1.17 


t-value 




8.0736 


11.6547 




9.5089 




8.8794 


significance 




O.GOOl 


. 0.0001 




0.0001 




0.0001 



2ft 

the actual change in measured performance. The practicality of 
this investigation is tainted by the fact that proportional gains 
were less than desired. Final mean correct responses ranged from 
pre-iest measures between 52 and 7ft% and post measures from 6ft to 
82%. This knowledge base is confounded by ti.e fact that pre-test 
information was measured per course and a specific sequence for 
the initial stage did not exist to. regulate information from one 
course to another. Info rma t i on f r om one course may have 
supported pretest responses in another The percentage measures 
presented in Table 2 warrant further study. One can carelessly 
make the statement that half of the knowledge base reflected in 
the test was already known by the teacher education students 
before beginning any course^vork. Kowever, some individuals were 
exposed to similar information in separate courses and a true 
measure of the novic.'s knowledge base can not be determined. 

A furt'ier indication that learning and consistency in 
knowledge was developed exists with the review of homogeneity of 
variance Variability around the mean decreased when comparing 
pretest and posttest measures while mean scores increased. 
This shift positively reflects on student development from this 
program. While the increased mean score directly reflects the 
amount of knowledge retained, ihe decreased variance meo.sure 
indicates that there was less disparity among students relative 
to knowledge retained at the end of the course. All students 
performed better - more gain was made by subjects who were below 
the mean on pretest scores. The change in content presentation 
for the four area comparison was most pronounced on the Nat ion A 
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Table 2 

Pretest and Posttest Average Percentages 
Of Total Possible Score for Total Test and 
Major Areas Within Each Course 



Total 
Test 



Educational 
Psychology 

pre post 
difference 
70 82 
12 



Foundations 
of Education 

pre post 
difference 



52 



11 



64 



Survey of the 
Exceptional Child 

pre post 
difference 



74 



6 



Tests and 
Measureaents 

pre post 
difference 
56 68 
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lessson pre pose pre post pre post pre post 

Planning difference difference difference difference 

76 91 60 58 82 34 52 65 

.15 -2 2 13 



ClassrooB pre post pre post pre post pre post 

Procedures difference difference difference difference 

82 92 76 90 75 78 67 69 

10 14 3 i 



Interpersonal pre post pre post pre post pre post 

Skills difference difference difference difference 

64 74 HO 72 76 ^ 67 77 

10 COVSRiGE 4 10 



Rational pre post pre post pre post pre post 

Teachers difference difference difference difference 

exaaination 63 Vi 37 59 68 83 52 68 

13 22 15 16 
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Teacher Examination scale. NTE content provided the greatest 
gain perhaps due to the measurement base itself. This 
i n format ion bas e was de r i ved f r om an ob jec t i ve measure . 
Performance measures, as evidenced in the MTAI , were new bases 
for the Basic Core Examination and were more subjective (i.e. 
performance based rather than objective or factual). 

Table 3 provides competencies , MTAI subocales, and course 
measures for a restricted, matched sample. This information is 
presented for all individuals with responses to all items in the 
Basic Core Examination per c •e'^ency. Pre test information was 
based on the earlier version of the examination and the per 
course data collection greatly reduced the number of matched 
responses Supporting individual corripetcncy statements. Post test 
information was conducted more systematically and a larger number 
of responses is reported. Interpretation of Table 4 is x'ocused 
on competencies 1 through 5 and the NTE subtests; statistically 
significant measures (p < .05) were reported. Ana.lysis per* 
course comparing pre and post testing aiso suggested 
statistically significant (p < .01) differences in responses 
comparing the pre and post measures per course. Correlations 
between the first and second staging exams are presented in Table 

The tablea information with regard to the strong positive 
correlation of Total Basic and Advance Core Examinations scores 
support the measures of validity of this review. Measures for 
the Lesson Planning and Classroom Procedures for the Basic Core 
Examination Total Score relate strongly v/i th measures from the 
Advanced Core Exam. In contrast, the Basic Core Examination 

• 

74 



Table 3 

Summary of Results of Pretsst-Posttest Comparisons — BCE 



Pretest Posttes>t 



Measure Mean Var. N Mean Var. N t p* 



Competency 



I 


8.38 


3.45 


16 


9.30 


2. 94 


164 


2. 16 


<.C3 


n 


4.46 


1.22 


28 


4.96 


0.85 


164 


2.58 


<.C1 


III 


5.33 


0.61 


12 


5.47 


0.48 


164 


0.65 




IV 


4.17 


0.70 


12 


4.63 


0.76 


164 


1.80 


<.05 


V 
VI 


4.58 


1.36 


130 


5.20 


0.75 


164 


5.19 


<.01 


VII 


3.34 


1.72 


32 


3.63 


1.15 


164 


1.35 




VIII 


9.33 


1.52 


12 


10.05 


1.54 


164 


1.95 


<.03 


IX 


4.42 


1.36 


12 


4.55 


0^79 


164 


0.49 




X 


3.42 


1.17 


12 


3. 73 


0.68 


164 ' 


1.25 




XI 


9.67 


2.61 


12 


9.96 


1.77 


164 


0.72 




XII 


3. 17 


0.52 


12 


3. 18 


0.40 


164 


0.09 




XIII 


4.39 




oo 




< T/I 


164 


X . ^jL 




X'lV 


5.32 


0.97 


28 


5.56 


1.27 


164 


1.07 






20.88 


8.13 


8 


28.79 


15.49 


1,64 


5.61 


<.01 


MTAI 


















TPM 


21.88 


5.55 


8 


24.37 


6.22 


16'^ 


2.77 


<.01 


PS 


26.38 


11.41 


8 


28.95 


7.40 


164 


2.59 


<.01 


IS 


12.38 


5.13 


8 


1.. J7 


3.77 


164 • 


1.40 




Course 


















PSY 374 


21.68 


10.68 


179 


25. 35 


7.81 


164 


11.13 


<.01 


REF 400 


15.91 


11.36 


129 


19.53 


9.77 


164 


9.50 


<.01 


SPE 400 


16.55 


4.85 


180 


25.66 


6.53 


164 


35.52 


<.01 


REF 469 


16,75 


10.27 


117 


23. 16 


8.f;8 


164 


17.21 


<.0i 


Total 


79.63 


45.98 


8 


95.48 


67.56 


164 


5.36 


<.01 



• One-tailed tests. 



» 
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Table 4. 

Correlations Between Post Stage 1 and Post Stage 2 Scores 



STAGE 1 







Lesson 
Plans 


Class 
Procs . 


.Inter . 
Skills 


NTE 


Total 




Lesson Plans 


-.01 


.66 


.83 


.53 


.69 


s 


Class Procedures 


.44 


.69 


.50 


.46 


.70 


T 














A 


Interpersonal Skills 


.22 


.01 


-.05 


-.12 


-.12 


G 














E 


Nat'i Teacher Exam 


.20 


-,10 


-.27 


-.36 


-.23 


2 


Total 


.26 


.67 


.57 


.34 


.61 



r.05<10) = .576 
r.OKlO) = .708 
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Total, contrasted with Interpersonal Skills on the Advanced Core 
Exam are either non-existent or negatively related. The 
information sup-^orts the theme of differentiated stu'dent 
performance from stage to stage. Once again, the initial stage 
of programming was designed to promote knowledge acquisition and 
cognitive comprehension uf the teaching practice. The second 
stage of programming focused on analysis and synthesis of 
performance and required interactive response and total student 
engagement in the learning process. 

Mean scores and variability comparing the Basic and Advanced 
Core information are presented in Table 5. Table 5 supports 
refinement of the knowledge base and its application to teaching 
in that mean scores increased from one stage to the next while 
variability of the measures around the mean continued to be 
reduced from one level to another per subtest. 

Table 6 was presented to contrast student performances from 
the beginning to the end of the student teaching experience. 
Measures for Lesson Planning and Classroom Procedures were not 
significant while the Interpersonal Skills measure finally 
surfaced as the significant measure. An Interpersonal skills t^ 
score of 2.01 (p < .05) was the only significant measure among 
the performance measures in student teaching. In other words, 
s i gn i f ' ,an t devel opmen t of Lesson Planning and Classroom 
Procedures hac already occurred at previous stages of the 
p r o g r am . 
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Table 5. 

Stage 1 and 2 Sample Means and Variances of Retention 

Check Me«i5ure3. 



Stage 1 ^ Stage 2 

Mia. Mill. 

Total Perf m mean var . Total Perf n; mean var. 

Variable Pos'ble Criter. Pos'ble Criter, 



Lesson 

Planning 34 18 24.92 4.81 40 24 27.00 10.18 

Classroom 

Procedures 32 13 29.42 10.81 56 34 38.08 10.27 

Interper- 
sonal 19 10 13.75 4.57 40 24 19.08 1.55 
Skills 

National 

Teacher 40 22 28.08 21.72 28 15 34.17 6.15 

Examination 

Total 125 68 96.17 10.48 164 97 118.75 9.28 



Table 6 

Pre vs Post Student Teaching - MTAI 
(Dependent Groups )^ 



Pre 



Post 



Variable 



Mean 



Var 



Mean 



Var 



P 



TPM 

PS 

!S 



16.83 
11.28 



6.26 
7.56 
3.62 



17.17 5.79 0.49 ns 
26.28 12.45 -0.19 ns 
11.89 3.05 2.01 <,05 



^n = 18 
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Discussion of Results 
Program revision is an endless process and continuous 
ad j us tmento will be required if teacher education is to make 
necessary advancements. The mechanism fc; change of this program 
was instituted through this project. The issue at hand now, is 
how to keep the system engaged; how can revision continue without 
starting over. 

The monitor process, while relatively complete, is still 
f rag'^^en ted; an aspect of the developmental nature of this 
project. As each stage of the project was completed, computer 
programs for monitoring project b(*nefits and evaluating the 
progress of the students have been matched against previously 
completed aspects. Using this developmental strategy, the 
complete structure of the monitor and evaluation system existed 
in total only at con'. act completion. In short, continued review 
of this program and vie performance; product will be required 
before conclusive statements can be made. 

Implications for Improving Teacher Education 

This program reflects a four year teacher education model. 
Recent suggestions to escalate programs to five year or fifth 
year approaches have occurred largely without comparative 
empirical review. This project provides the foundation fo 
curriculum revision allowing innovative practices to be 
integrated into existing programs. In addition, data collection 
and review practices were developed as a main focus of this 
project. Other programs may benefit from the technology 
applications from this project. 
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Specifically, outcomes of this project support the notioi*, 
that obtaining competence in the practice of teaching is a 
developmental process. ^Evidence from this investigation implies 
that Lesson Planning Skills are most evident as a knowledge level 
acquisition activity. Skills required of the classroom emerged 
in program reviews after lesson planning skills were confirmed. 
This suggests that a stage of readiness was made available for 
classroom procedures to be practiced and that guided laboratory 
experiences were appropriately provided students during the 
second phase of this program. Ultimately, the student teaching 
experiences were necessary in order to allow competence in 
Interpersonal Skills to exist. Hypothe t ica 1 ly , these stages of 
readiness served to distinguish different teaching functions at 
different instructional levels. A great deal of work remains to 
be conducted in order to sufficiently articulate readiness 
factors and functions within teacher education. Other programs 
are encouraged to cautiously review their practices prior to 
abandoning preservice undergraduate training in favor of advanced 
degree entry approaches. Advanced and extended programs are 
presently popular sources of conversation, but may become the 
target of criticism typical of the four year program ps it exists 
today . 
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APPENDIX A 

MISSISSIPPI TEACHERS 
ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS 
COMPETENCIES 
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MISSISSIPPI TEACHERS ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS 
CQVIPETENCIES 



CQMPETENCY I: 

CQMPETENCY II: 

COMPETENCY III: 

COMPETENCY IV: 

COMPETENCY V: 

COMPETENCY V I : 
COMPETENCY VII: 
COMPETENCY VIII 

COMPETENCY IX: 

COMPETENCY X: 

COvlPETENCY XI : 

COMPETENCY XII: 

COMPETENCY XI 1 1 : 
COMPETENCY XIV: 



Plans instruction to achieve selected 
■ object i ves 

Organizes instruction to take into account 
individual differences among learners 

Obtains and uses information about the 

effectiveness of i nstruct ion to revise it when necessary 

Obtains and uses information about the needs 
and progress of individual learners 

Uses instructional techniques, methods, and 
media related to the objectives 

Communicates with learners 

Demonstrates a repertoire of teaching methods 

Reinforces and encourages learner involvement 
in instruction 

Demonstrates an understanding of the school 

subject being taught and demonstrates its relevance 

Organizes time, space, materials, and 
equipment for instruction 

Demonstrates high expectations for learners' 
academic performance 

Demonstrates enthusiasm for teaching and 
learning and the subject being taught 

Helps learners develop positive se 1 f -concepts 

Manages classroom interactions 
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APPENDIX B 

INITIA'. PARTITION OF 
CORE 0Ff5RINGS WITxH 
VARIABLE DEGREES OF COVERAG 



KEY: K = Knowledge Acquisition 
C = Cognitive Comprehension 
A = Application Mastery 

MTAI/NTE a^EMENT STBVK AND 
THEIR RELATIONSHIP TP CORE COURSES 

!• Specifies or selects learner objectives for lessons* 

2. Specifies or selects teaching procedures for Jessons, 

3. Specifies or selects content, materials and media for 
lessons. 

Specifies or selects materials and procedures for 
assessing learner progress on the objectives. 

5. Plans instruction at a variety of levels. 

6. Organizes instruction to take into account differences 
cmyng learners in their capabilities. 

7. Organizes instruction to take into account differences 
among learners in their learning styles. 

8. Organizes instruction to take into account differences 
among learners in their rates of learning. 

9» Uses teacher-made or teacher-selected evaluation 

materials to obtain information about learner progress* 

10 • Cdmiunicates with individtjal learners about their needs 
and progress. 






K 


C 




A 


C 








K 


C 




A 


C 








K 


c 




A 

XT. 


n 








V 


n 




A 










K 


c 




A 








K 






c 


A 


c 






K 






c 


A 


c 






K 






c 


A 


c 






K 




c 


c 


A 


c 






K 




c 


\^ 


A 


c 
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Obtains informatioii on the effectiveness of 
instruction . 


K 




C 


C 


A 


1 c 






Revises instruction as needed using evaluation results 
and ojservation data. 


K 




C 


C 


A 


c 






Uses teaching methods appropriate for objectives, 
learners and environment. 




K 






c 


c 






Uses instructional equiptiient and other instructional 

a t He 

at Uo • 




K 






C 


c 






Uses instructional materials that provide learners with 
appropriate practice on objectives. 




K 






c 


c 






Gives directions and explanations related to lesson 
content. 










c 


c 




A 


Clarifies directions and explanations when learners 
misunderstand lesson content. 










c 


/-I 




A 


Uses responses and questions from learners in teaching. 










c 


n 




A 


Provides feedback to learners throughout the lesson. 










c 


c 




A 


Uses acceptable written and oral expression with 
learners . 










c 


c 




A 
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21, 

23, 
24, 



27, 
28, 



Inplements learning activities in a logical sequence 



Demonstrates ability to conduct lessons using a variety 
of teaching rmthods . 

Deiionstrates abiiity to work with individuals, small 
groups , and large groups . 

Uses procedures N\hich get learners initially involved 
' lessons. 




25. Provides learners with opportunities for participating. 

26. Maintains learner involvement in lessons. 



Reinforces and encourages the efforts of learners to 
maintain involvement. 

Helps learners recognize the purpose and inrportance of 
topics or activities. 



29. Demonstrates knowledge in the subject area. 

30. Attends to routine tasks. 

31. Uses instructional time effectively. 











A 


C 










K 


C 


A 


C 










K 


C 


A 


C 






K 




K 


C 


C 


C 






K 




K 


C 


C 


c 






K 




K 


C 


C 


c 






K 




C 


C 


C 


c 




A 


K 




C 


C 


A 


c 




A 






K 




C 


c 










K 




C 


c 




c 


K 




C 


C 


C 






A 
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32 . 


Provides a learning environment that is attractive and 
orderly. 






K 




c 


C 


1 

1 


c 


33. 


Gcrmiun i cates personal enthusiasm. 






h. 




K 


C 


K 


c 


3/K 


Stimulates learner interest. 






K 




K 


C 


K 


c 


35. 


Conveys the impression of knowing what to do and how to 

Ho i t 


K 




c 


c 


K 


c 


K 


A 


36. 


Demonstrates warmth and friendliness. 


K 






c 


A 


C 


c 


A 


37. 


Demonstrates sensitivity to the needs and feelings of 
learners. 


K 






c 


A 


C 


C 


A 


38. 


Demonstrates patience, empathy^ and understanding. 


K 






c 


A 


C 


C 


A 


39. 


Provides feedback to learners about their behavior. 


K 






c 


A 


C 


C 


A 




Pranotes comfortable interpersonal relationships. 


K 






c 


A 


c 


c 


A 


'fl . 


Maintains appropriate classroom behavior. 


K 






c 


A 


c 


c 


A 


*2. 


Manages disruptive behavior among learners. 


K 




< 


c 


A 


c 


c 


A 
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50. 



Significant historical events in Mierican public 

education and awareness of contemporary problems, Issues and 

trends. 

Relationship of objectives of the larger society to 
education, including the contributions of educational 
phi losophers . 

Relationships among the teacher, the school, the 
comfTiunity, and the profession. 

Relationship of growth and developmental characteristics 
of children to learning and instruction. 

Knowledge of curriculun organization and trends, 
school/classroom organizational patterns, and their applications 
to learning and instruction. 

Knowledge of basic concepts and principles of learning 
and their relationship to instruction. 

Knowledge of the impact of social -cultural variables on 
learning and instruction. 

Knowledge of cur'-ent strategies and theories of 
teaching and approaches to instruction. 

r 



1 


C 




C 






A 


A 




C 










C 


A 




K 










c 


A 


c 






C 


C 






A 




K 


C 




c 




c 


A 


c 




K 




c 




A 






K 




A 


c 








K 






C 


A 


C 




A 
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31. Knowledge of the social structure of the classroon, its 
implications for learning and of the impact of teacher 
characteristics upon learning. 

52. Knowledge of appropriate ways of rraintaining classroom 
control and ways of dealing with behavioral problems. 

53. Approaches to the development of concepts and of 
intellectual skills and abi 1 i ties . 

54. Application of concepts and principles of learning and 
teaching to specific instructional problems. 

55. Applications of principles of evaiUation to daily 
Instructional procedures . 

-'6. Characteristics and roles of variou kinds "of tests. 

57. Knowledge and use of basic statistical concepts. 

58. Reporting pupil progress to parents. 




K 


C 




C 








A 


K 






c 


A 






A 


c 






V 










K 






A 


C 






A 


K 




A 




C 








K 




A 




c 








K 




A 




c 










K 




A 


c 






A 
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APPENDIX C 
COMPUTERIZED CODING SHEETS 
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n 
2 

M 
2D 
O 
2 



3 



if 



12 



cQd cl3 c2^ c43 c53 c63 c73 c83 cgs 


WRITE 

i.n 

NUMBER 
HERE 

MARK 

1.0. 
NUMBER 
HERE 




c03 cl3 c23 c33 c43 cSs cgs c73 c83 cQa 




zQj cl3 c2i c3- c43 cSi c6- 1^7^ "^S^ =9^ 




cO^ c23 C33 C43 C53 c63 C73 c83 




.0^ -^l^ !:2= c3j c4d cSd cS:) 7- ^8- cQ:: 




cQa cl3 c23 i^S^ ^4.3 cSa <^6a t:73 cS^ cQa 




cO^ c23 c3j t^z c5:j c63 c73 cS^ cQ; 




cO^i c1d c23 c33 c4^ c53 c63 c73 c83 c93 




cO- -2- -3^ 1^4^ -5^ cQd c83 c93 




c03 1 3 c23 ^3^ c43 c53 c63 c7j cS^ c93 





2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
lb 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
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(T) 
cA3 



cB3 

cB2 



cC3 



-D: 
cD3 



cA-^ cB2 
cA2 -B^ 
cA3 cB3 



cC3 cD3 



c KEY 
CE3 

^E- 
cE- 



:D3 CE2 



cA3 cB3 cC-^ trD:2 cE- 



cA^ 

CA3 

:;A = 

cA3 

-A- 

CA- 

'A^ 

cA3 

cA:: 

cA3 

^A- 

cA^ 

cA^ 

cA3 

-A 

-A" 

= Ai 

cA3 

-A^ 

cA3 

cA^ 

cA3 

^A^ 

cA2 

-A^ 

cA^ 

i:A5 

i-A- 

cA:^ 

cA3 

cA^ 

cA3 

CA3 

cA3 

cA:3 
cA3 



cB^ 

-B^ 
cB3 
cB^ 
cB-^ 
^B- 

CB3 

-B^ 
cB- 
-B^ 
cB3 

:.B3 

cB^ 

^B- 

ZB3 

iB^ 
-B^ 

B 
^B = 
^B = 
CB3 
-B^ 
zBz 
-B- 
cB=> 
cB:^ 
cB^ 
uB-^ 
cB^ 
cBj 
cB- 
cB- 
cB3 

CB3 

cB^ 
cB3 
cB^ 
cB3 



C 

CC3 

cC^ 

cC- 
-C- 

C~ 

C 

cC^ 
-C- 
-C:> 

cC^ 

cC- 
C- 

CC3 

cC^ 

-C3 
cCj 

cC:» 

cC^ 

CC3 



cD3 

cD^ 

cD:; 
z:0^ 
-D- 
J=D^ 
^Dc 
CD- 
^D* 
cD3 
cD- 
CD- 
^D^ 
^D:i 
= D- 
c:D:5 
-D ^ 
cD^ 
-D- 

cD3 

cD 3 
^D^ 
cD--^ 
-D^ 
cD3 
= D^ 
cD3 
cD^ 
cD3 
cD3 
cD3 
^D^ 
cD3 

cD:!' 

cD^ 
cD3 
cD3 



CE3 

cE3 
:^E- 
iE^ 
^E: 
cE^ 
cE^ 
cE = 
-E- 
cE- 
= E: 

CE3 

cE^ 

^E^ 
cE^ 
^E 
cE=* 
-E- 
cE- 
^E- 
cE3 
E- 

CE3 

^E- 
cE2 
cE- 
cE3 
cE^ 

CE3 

cE:^ 
cE3 

c:E3 

UE3 

cE^' 

CE3 

cE5 



(T) 

51 '^A^ 

52 =A3 

53 -A-^ 

54 ^A3 

55 ^A. 

56 cA3 

57 ^A^ 

58 =A3 

59 -A^ 

60 CA3 
SI ^A-- 

62 =A3 

63 ^A-^ 

64 =A3 

65 -A:^ 

66 *^Aj 

67 ^A^ 

68 CA3 

69 ^-A^ 

70 ^A3 

71 ^A. 

72 ^A3 

73 ^A^ 

74 =A3 

75 ^A^ 

76 ^A^ 

77 A. 

78 =A^ 
79 

80 «^A3 

81 ^A^ 
82 

83 --A. 

84 ^A3 

85 -Ar 

86 ^A3 

87 ^A^' 
88 

89 -A:^ 

90 ^A3 

91 ^A. 
92 

93 ^A^ 
94 

95 ^A^ 

96 -A3 

97 <:A^ 
98 

99 <^A3 

100 CA3 



(F) 

CB3 

cB3 

cB2 
cB- 
cB3 

CB3 

cBr 

= B^ 
cB3 
:^B3 
cB = 

cB2 

£:B3 

tB3 

CB2 
cB3 
cB:3 
cB3 
-B- 
cB3 
cB^ 

CB3 

cB3 
cB3 
cB^ 
cB = 
zB^ 
cB = 
cB::^ 
cB3 
cB^ 
cB3 
cB3 
cB3 
cB3 

CB3 

cB:> 
cB3 
cB3 
cB 3 
c B:> 
cB3 
cB^ 
cB3 
cB3 
t:B3 
cS'i 



cC= 

CC2 
CC3 
CC3 
CC3 

cC^ 

CC3 
CC3 

cC^ 

CC3 
CC3 
CC3 
C^C3 
CC3 

=C:> 

CC3 

-c- 

CC3 

CC3 
CC3 
CC3 

cC3 

CC3 
CC3 
CC3 
CC3 
-C3 
CC3 

cC^ 

CC3 

CC3 
CC3 
CC3 
CC3 

cC^ 

CC3 
CC3 
CC3 

cC3 

CC3 
CC3 
CC3 



CD3 wE2 

cD3 cE3 

cD:j ^E:^ 

CD3 cE2 

cD3 cE3 

cD3 cE3 
cD3 

cD3 cE3 

CD-- ^E^ 

cD3 cE3 

cDo =E3 

cD3 cE= 

cD3 cE3 

cD3 cE3 

cD3 cE- 

cD3 cE3 

cD3 cE^ 

cD3 cE3 

CD3 CE3 

cD3 cE3 

CD- cE:5 

cD3 cEs 

cDr cE^ 

cD3 cE3 

cD- cE3 

'-Ds cE3 

CDs cE- 

cD3 cE3 

cD3 cE^ 

cD3 cE3 

cD^ c:E2 

cD3 cEs 

cD3 cE- 

cD3 cE3 

cD3 cE3 

cD3 cE3 

cD^ ^E^ 

cD3 cE3 

cD3 cE3 

cD3 cEa 

cD^ cE^j 

cD3 cE3 

cD^ «^E^ 

cD3 cE- 

CD3 ^£3 

cD3 cE3 

cD3 cEs 

cD3 cE3 

cD3 cE^ 

CD3 cE3 



50^ 


C 1 3 




C33 


c45 


r5- 


C63 


ce» 


eg: 


Will IE 


7 




e 1 j 






c4a 


$-» 










0- 


1 


2 


3 


m4m 


5 


6 


7 > 8 


9' 


i 




»: 13 


-2^ 


c3> 


c4i 


c5 = 


6^ 


c7 -8- 


9- 






0 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




7 8 


9 




^ 




c 1 3 


-2^ 




<^4- 


-5 ■ 


6 ' 


7 


9^ 






0 


. 1 


2 


3 


4 




6 


7 8 


9 




5 




-1 ' 


'2^ 




^4 


5 


-6- 


7 8- 


■ 9' 




0 


1 




3 


4 


5 


6 


7 8 


«i 


-? 


-0 = 




-2- 


-3- 


^4- 


5 


.6" 


7- 8 


-9 







PART 1 

CODE l,D. NUMBER AT lEFT BV FILLING IN 
THE APPROPRIATE BOXES ACCORDING TO 
THE EXAMPLE. 



'■' . iMPCfRTANt . 



? IISE NO 2 PENCIL ONLY 



JB 



• MAKE DARK MARKS 



• EXAMPLE: ca^ cb = 



• ERASE COMPLETELY TO CHANGE 



NAME 



SUBJECT 



HOUR 



DATE 



98 



1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 






C 1 D 


C 5 D 




c43 


cSd 


c63 


C73 


c83 


c 9 3 


WRITE 

I.D 
NUMBER 
HERE 

MARK 
1.0. 
NUMBER 
HERE 




cOd 


C 1 3 


C5 D 
w ^ ^ 


ca3 


c 4 3 


c5d 


c6 3 


C73 


c83 


cQa 






C 1 J 






*♦ 


c 5 J 


c 6^ 


^ 7 a 


u 8 -1 


w 9 




Q Q3 


C 1 D 


C 53 


Cf^ 3 




c D 




c73 


c8 2» 


C Q 3 




C Q 3 


C 1 J 




L 'I J 


- 4 -* 


c 5 :> 




c 7 J 


^ 8 - 






*• I/-* 




t 


C^D 




C R D 


c6- 


c7s 


c83 


C93 




c 0 J 


c 1 :i 


W ^ J 


^ 0 


** *♦ 


^ 5 - 


c 6 ■'■ 


- 7 - 


^ 8 - 


- 9- 






C 1 3 


C 5 D 


CIS 


c4d 


C53 


c63 


c7:? 


c 8 ^ 


c93 




i. w 


c 1 u 


C 0 3 


*- 0 - 


C d J 








w 8 - 










c23 


c3 = 


c43 


C53 


c63 


C73 


c83 


c 93 








(T) 


(F) 






c 3 KEY 




(T) 


(F) 










— 


ini 

lU 1 


c A- 


cB-' 


^c^ 


^D- 






1S1 

1 U 1 


A^ 


cB ^ 


i:C ^ 


cD^ 


CE3 




in? 

IMC. 


cA3 


cB3 




cD3 






1 uc 


cA3 


cB2 


CC2 


cD3 


cE3 


— 


in? 


c A - 


c B ^ 




cD^ 


-E- 




IS? 

1 uo 


-A^ 


^B- 


cC J 




cE^ 


— 




cAa 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


CE3 




1S4 

1 Ut 


CA3 


cB3 


cC:? 


cD3 


CE3 


— 


1 uo 


c A^ 


cB^ 




rDa 


cE3 




ISS 
1 uu 




cB^ 






cE^) 




lUU 


cA 3 




CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




ISB 
1 uu 


cA3 


cB- 


CC3 


cD3 


CE3 




107 


&A2 


C&2 




cD^ 






1B7 


-A:? 


;;Bi 






cE:> 




1 uo 


cA3 


CB3 




cD3 


cE3 




ISR 

1 u u 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 


— 


IRQ 


c A 


*:B^ 




cQ:; 


cE^ 




ISQ 

1 U3 


cA^ 


;;B^ 






cE3 




1 1 u 


-A3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




iBn 

1 uu 


cA3 


cB3 


cC^ 


cD3 


CE3* 


— 


111 

1 1 1 


'A3 


cS=i 


cC- 


cD-i 


wE- 




IBl 

1 U 1 


cA^ 


cB^ 


;=C- 




cE^ 


— 


1 1 L 


cA3 


cBd 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




lfi2 

1 Ub 


cA3 


c:B3 


cC3 


GD3 


cE3 




1 1 0 


cA^ 


cB3 


CC2 


cD3 


::E3 




IB? 
1 uo 


-A- 


cB- 






cE3 


— 


1 1 1 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




164 


cA3 


cBs 


cC3 


cD3 


cE3 


— 


IIS 


-A^ 


cB^J 


cC^ 


cD^ 


cE:^ 




IBS 

1 u u 


- A^ 


cB^ 


zC^ 


cD2 


cE^J 


— 


11B 

1 1 u 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


CE3 




IBB 

1 u u 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




117 


cA" 


cB^ 




cD^ 


cEv 




1B7 

1 U f 


cA^ 


cB^j 






t.E:^ 


— 


1 IR 

1 10 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




IBR 

lUO 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


CD3 


CE3 


— 




cA^ 


cB^ 




zD^ 


cE- 




IBQ 

1 u o 


-A^ 


cB- 






cE3 


— 


I4.U 


cA^ 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




nn 

1 f u 


CA3 


cBa 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 


~ 


1?1 


c 


cB ^ 


cC^ 


cD- 


cE^ 




171 
1 f 1 


cA- 


- B- 


cC- 


cD^ 


-E^ 




122 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




172 

lie 


cA3 


cB3 


cC3 


cD3 


CE3 


— 


12? 


cA- 


cB^ 




cD 


cE 




17? 

f f 0 


cA- 


cB- 






= E3 


— 


124 


cA J* 


cB3 


C03 


cD 3 


cE3 




1/4 


cA3 


cB3 


£.C3 


cD3 


CE3 




12s 


wA^ 


cB3 






cE:> 




17S 

1 1 u 


cA^ 


^B2 




= 0:= 


cE^ 


— 


12B 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




17B 

1 1 u 


cA^ 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


CE3 


— 


127 


c A-^ 


cB- 




cD^ 


-:E^ 




177 
III 


c A-> 


cB3 




cD^ 


cE^ 


— 


12R 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


CE3 




17R 

1 1 u 


CA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




12Q 


cA^ 


cB 3 




cO^ 


cE3 




17Q 

1 1 o 


^A- 


cB^ 




cD- 


c E^ 


— 


nn 


cA^ 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




iRn 

1 u u 


cA^ 


cB3 


CC3 


cD^ 


CE3 




ni 


t A^ 


cB 3 


'jC- 


lD-^ 


E^ 




IRl 

1 0 1 


- A^ 


r B- 


-C - 


cD - 






n2 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


c 


CE3 




1R2 

IOC 


i^A3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD^ 


cE3 


— o 


n? 
1 00 


(. A^ 


cB^ 


cC-2 


c 


c E- 




IR? 
1 00 


: A^ 


c B- 




cO^ 


t^E 




— 




cA3 


cB^ 


CC3 


cD3 






1R4 

1 Ut 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


CE3 


— 


1 ou 


w A^ 


cB- 






-E^ 




IRS 

1 u u 


'>A 


-Bj 






cE:> 





1 ou 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


CE3 




IRB 

1 uu 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 


— 


n7 
1 0 1 


tA^ 


uB^ 


cC^ 


cD = 


cEo 




1R7 

1 u 1 


^ A^ 






cD^ 


i:E^ 


MM 


1 00 


cA2 


cB3 


CC3 


cD^ 


cE^ 




IRR 

1 u u 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


CE3 




109 


cA^ 


cB^ 




cD^ 


vE- 




IRQ 

1 u 0 


• A^ 


B^ 


I c 




^E 






1 tU 


cA3 


CB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




iQn 

1 ou 


cAa 


cB^ 


cC^ 


c D 3 


CE3 




1 T 1 


t A J 


cB 3 


cC^ 


cD^ 


t E^ 




IQl 

1 O 1 


c A ^ 


cB^ 


cC^ 


cD^ 


:^E^ 




U2 


cA3 


cB 3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE:> 




1Q2 


CA3 


cB^ 


cC^ 


cD3 


s:E3 




u? 

1 to 


c A^ 


cB^y 




cD-J 


cE^ 




IQ? 

1 ou 


-A-» 


cB^i 




cD^ 


^E^ 




U4 


C A3 


cB^i 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




194 

1 Q T 


cA3 


cB-3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




US 

l*fU 


cA"» 


cB 3 


cC- 


cD ^ 


^ E:^ 




IQS 

1 3U 




^ B 


- 


cD > 


:E:^ 




146 


cA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cDj< 


tE3 




196 


CA3 


cB^ 




cD3 


cE3 




147 


cA^ 


cB ^ 


cC"-> 


cD^ 


cE- 




197 


^A^ 


cB^ 




CD- 


cE 






148 


CA- 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 




198 


CA3 


cB^ 




cD-2 


cE3 




149 


cAa 


cB^ 






cE^ 




199 




cB-f 




cD ^ 


C.E 




cDir'O 


CA3 


cB = 




CD3 


CE3 




2GG 


CA3 


cB3 


CC3 


cD3 


cE3 



C03 


e 1> 


c2> 


cr3^ 


4- 


c5 






8> 


c9. 


IVR5TE 


7 


e03 


el3 




e3 = 






c7- 






9 


0 > 


' 1 » 


2- 


3 > 




5 


<5 


7 


8 




4 




c 1 3 


c2Ji 






.5- 


^ 6^ 


-7- 


.8 


9: 




0 


0- 


1 . 


2 


3 


4 


-5 




7 


8 


9 




$ 


tOi 




c2:» 


'-3^f 


c4 






-7 


-«» 






8 


-0 


1 - 


2 


3 


4 




6 


7 


8 


0 


ID 


5 




^ I-' 


^2j 




v4 


1,5 > 




.7^ 


8 


-9- 


^ 


0 






3 


^4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


? 






-2* 


£3;» 


(.4-1 






-7 


-8 


-9: 




f 



PART 2 

CODE I.D, NUMBER AT LEFT BY FILLING IN 
THE APPROPRIATE BOXES ACCORDING TO 
THE EXAMPLE 
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DOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO' 
®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®@' 
®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®©i 

®©®©®©©®©®©®©©©©©©o, 

®®®®®®®®©®©®©®©©®©®j 
©©©©©©©©©©©©©©®©©©®l 

©©®©®©®©©®©® ©©©©©©©; 

®©®©®©©®©®©©©®®©©©©, 
®©®©®©©®©®©®©®®©®©© 

®©®©®©©©©©©®©®®©©©®; 
®®®©®©©©®®©®©®000©0j 
®®®©®©©©©©©©©©©©©®©, 
©©©©©©©®©®©©©©©©©©©i 
@®@®@®®@®®®®@@@®@®@, 

®©®®®®©©©® ©©©©©©©©©; 

®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®; 
®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®©®®®; 
®®@®@@®@®®©®®®®®©©® 

®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®I 
©®©®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®: 
®©®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®©®| 
®©®©®©®©©®©®®®®©®©®, 
®©®©®©®©©®©®©®®©®©© 

@ @ @@ ® ® ®® ® ® ® @® ®® ® ® ®® 

®®®®®®®©®®®®®®®®®®® 
®©®©®®©©©®©®©®®©®®©i 
®©®©®©©©©®@®©®®©®©© 



BIRTHpATB 


YEAR 


MONTH 










®® 
®® 
®® 
®® 
®® 
0® 
®® 
®® 
®® 
®@ 


®® 
®0 
® 
® 
® 
® 
® 
® 
® 
® 




CERTlFICATlbN 



®®®®®®i 
©®o©o© 
©©©©©® 
©©©©©© 
®@®®®® 
©©©©©© 
©©®©®® 

®©G®®® 
®®®®®® 
®@®®@® 



©®©©©® 
©O®®©© 
©©©©©© 
©©©©©© 

©©©©©© 
©©©©©© 
©©©©©© 
®®©®®© 
©©©©©© 
©0®®®® 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN MISSISSIPPI 
MTAI ANSWER SHEET 

DIRECTIONS » USE A NO 2 PENCIL ONLY • DO NOT USE INK • ERASE CHANGES CLEANLY 



CHOICE 1 



CHOICE 2 



1 ©©©®© 
2|©©©®© 



_0®®®®| 

©®©®©; 




3®®®®® 



13! a b 
'0® 0® 

®®®©® 



c d I 

®© ©© 
©®®®® 



4®©©®© 


O©©®© 14|©®©0© 


©©©©©; 


5 a b 
®® ®© 

!©©©©© 


c d I 1600©®© 


®©©®©l 


0® ®© 16i©®©®© 


®©©©®, 


©©©©©; 17]©®®®© 


®©©®© 


1 ; 

6i a b 


C d 18©®©®© 


®©©©©! 



a b 
®® ®® 

®©®®® 


d j 

0© 0® 
®®©®© 


a b 
®® ®® 

®©®®© 


c d 
©© ®® 
©©©©©' 


a b 
©© 0® 
®®©®© 


c d 
®® ®© 

©©©©© 


a b 
®© ®® 
®©®®© 


c d 
0® 0® 

©©00© 


a b 
®® ®® 
®©00® 


c d 
0® 0® 

©©©©©[ 


a b 
®© ®® 
©©©©© 


c d 
0® 0® 

0©©©© 



©00@© 



a 

©© 



b 

©© 



c 

©© 



©0 



©©©©© 


©©©©©, 


0®©®© 


©©©©©; 


©©©©© 


0©0©0; 


a b c d 

0® 0© ©© ©©: 

©©©©© I ©©0©®, 


a b c d 

0® 0® 0® 0®; 
©0®©© i ©©©©©! 


©©©©© 000©® 


©®©®© i ®©00©| 


a b 
0® 0® 

0O®0© 


c d 
0© ©© 
©©©©©. 


©©©©© 


©©00© 


a b 
0® 0® 

©0©©© 


c d 
©© ©© 

0©00© 


©®©®© 


©©©©© 


a b 
®© ©© 
©©©©© 


c d 
0© ©© 

©©©©© 


a b 
0® 0® 

0©©©© 


c d 
©© ©0 
©©©©© 







CHOICE 1 1 


CHOICE 2 


a b 

0© 0® 


c d 
0® 0® 
\y \tJ \^ Kz) 


a b 
0® 0® 


c d 
0® 0® 

/T\ /c\ 


b 

0© 00 


c d 

0® 0® 


\ a b 

;0® 0® 


c d 
0® 0® 
Vi; ^3; ^4; 


a b 

!0® 0® 

/T\ /7\ /7\ /T\ 
{2J \t) \d) \z) y^ 


c d 
0® 0® 

/T\ /7\ (T\ 


a b 

0® 0® 
kU \^ \zJ 


c d 
0® 0® 

/7\ /TS 


a b 
0® 0® 


c d 
0® 0® 


a b 
0® 0© 

©0©®© 


c d 
®© ©® 
©©®©® 


a b 
©© ©© 
©®©®© 


c d 
0® 0© 

©©00© 


a b 
®® ®© 
©©©©© 


c d 
©® ®® 
®®®®® 
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MTAI ANSWER SHEET 
DIRECTIONS • USE A NO 2 PENCIL ONLY • DO NOT USE iNK © ER/.bL LH.\fviC.t:.- 



CLEANO 

















name: 


(LAST, FIRST, Ml) SPACE BETWEEN MAMES 






















|- 




■ ; 


A 


'A 


A 


A 


A 


" A 




A 


A 


' ^ ; 


A 


A 


A 


A 




A 


A 


A 


A 


A 


A 


"a 


wm 




B 




B 


; B 


B 


B 


B 


o 
o 




R 


D 


P: 

a 




R 


u 


R 


e 


8 


B 


B 


8 


B 


— 






~ c 






C 


Q 








■ C : 




p 


p 


P 




p 


c 










Q 




— 


■> 


-D 


D 


D 


D 


D 


D 


n 


n 

L/ 


i n 


n 


n 


n 


n 




n 


0 


D 


D 


D ' 


D 


D 


MM 




E 


■ E 


E 


E 


E 


E 


E 


c 
c 


P 

C 


p 
c 


F 


c 


F 
c 


C 


C 

c 






E 


e 


E 


E 


E 


»M 


MM 


F 


F. 


F 


; F 


; F 


F 


F 






F 1 


p 


F 


f 


p 

r 




jr 


r 


F 


F 


F 


F 


F 


— - 


«^ 


G 


G 


G 


; G 


G 


G 


G 












A 
»ji 


vjl 






0 


G 


G 


G 


G 


G 


-M 


MM 


H 
1 


H 
1 


H 
1 


H 
1 


H 
1 


H 
1 


H 

, I 


u 
n 

I 


Ll 

n 
1 


M ' 

1 

1 I 


Ll 

n 
1 


n 
1 


1 


n 

! 


1 


Li 

n 
i 


H 

! 


H 


H 


H ; 
I 


H 
1 


H 


_ 




J 




J 


J 


J 


J 


J 


f 

1 


1 

1 


1 1 

1 


1 
1 

•J 


1 

1 

\} 


{ 

1 


{ 
i 

«J 


1 


1 

i 


J 


i 

J 


1 

J 




J 


I 

J 


M- 




K 


K 


K 


K 


K 


K 


K 


rv 


K 
i\ 


K 


K 


K 

i\ 


K 
rv 


|/ 


K 


f 


Kv 


K 


Y. 


K 


K 


K 


M» 




L 




L 


■ L 


L 


L 


L 


1 


1 


. 1 


1 


1 

I. 


\ 


I 


u 


f 

L. 


I 




L 


L 


L 


L 


-M 


MM 


M 


-M 


M 


: M 


M 


M 


' M ; 


M 


M 


\ M 


M 


^ f 1 


M 


M 


f.1 








f.l 


M 


M 


M 


-M 


MM 


N 


-N- 


N 


' N 


N 


N 


N 






N 




M 
n 
















N 


N 


N 


MM 


MM 


0 


0 


0 


; 0 


0 


0 


0 




















0 


0 


0 


0 ' 


0 


0 


-M 


MM 


P 


P 


P 


! P 


P 


P 


P 


p 


p 


' P > 


p 


P 


p 


p 


P 


p 


o 


P 


P 


P 


P 


P 


CM. 


•M» 


Q 


-Q 


Q 


Q 


Q 


Q 


Q 


Q 


Q 


Q i 


Q 


Q 


\j 


Q 


o 


O 


0 


0 


0 


Q 


Q 


Q 


-M 




R 




R 


; R 


R 


R 


R 


R 


R 


' R 


R 


R 


R 




R 


R 


R 


R 




R 


R 


R 


M- 
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Table 1 a 



Basic Core Examination 
Pretest - Posttest 
Comparisons and T-Test Results 
For The complete Battery (by course and Lesson 
Planning within each course) 



TOTAL TEST 

(as applied to each course) 
Nusber of itess 
Husber of Subjects 
HeaD 

Standard Deviation 
t-value 

significance (one- 
tailed) 



Lesson Planning 

(as applied to each course) 

Nuiber of itess 

Husber of Subjects 

Hean 

Standard Deviation 
t-value 

significance (one- 
tailed) 



ERLC 



CoipeteDc; 2 

(as applied to each course) 
Nuaber of iteis 
Nuiber of Subjects 
Mean 

Standard Deviation 
t-vslue 

significance (one- 
tailed) 



Educaciosal 
Psychology 



pre 



31 
179 
21.68 
3.27 



post 



31 
163 
25.41 

2.j2 



11.2688 
0.0001 



7 

179 
5.35 
1.07 



7 

163 
6.37 
0.71 
10.2201 
0.0001 



Coipetency 1 

(as applied to each course) 

Nuaber of iteis 

Huaber of Subjects 

Hean HO 

Standard Deviation COVERAGE 

t-palue 

significance (one- 
tailed) 



3 

179 
2.18 
0.72 



3 

163 
2.75 
0.47 

.5476 
.0001 



foundacions 
of- Education 



pre 



30 
130 
15.62 
3.57 



post 



30 
163 
19.61 
3.24 



9.9962 
C.OOOl 



9 

130 
5.42 
1.46 



9 

163 
5.26 
1.41 



0.9350 
0.1753 



9 

130 
5.42 
1.46 



9 

163 
5.26 
1.41 



0.9350 
0.1753 



. HO 

COVERiGS 



Survey of the 
Exceptional Child 



pre 



32. 
181 
23.61 
3.03 



post 



32 
163 
25.71 
2.60 



6.8679 
0.0001 



7 

181 
5.72 
1.16 



7 

163 
5, 
0. 

1.5238 
0.0642 



NO 

COVERAGE 



3 

181 
2.14 
0.82 



3 

163 
2.21 
0.78 



0.8865 
0.1880 



Tests and 
Heasureients 



pre 



34 
118 
18.91 
3.84 



pest 



34 
163 
23.21 
3.10 



10.3723 
0.0001 



9 

118 
4.71 
1.63 



9 

163 
5.82 
1.31 

6.3055 
0.0001 



5 

118 
2.31 
1.11 



5 

163 
3.02 
0.92 



5.S 
0.0001 



HO 

COVERAGE 



Coapetenc; 3 

(as applied to each course) 
Suiber of iteas 
Huiber of Subjects 
Heao 

Standard Deviatico 
t-value 

sigDificaocs (ooe- 
tailed) 

Coipetency 4 

las applied to each course) 
Huiber of iteas 
Nuiber of Subjects 
Neao 

Standard Deviation 
t-value 

significance (one- 
tailed) 



Educational 


foundatioos 


Survey of the 


Tests and 


Psychology 


of Education 


Exceptional Child 


Measureflents 


pre post 


pre post 


pre post 


pre post 


2 2 




2 2 


2 2 


179 163 


HO 


181 163 


118 163 


1.70 1.92 


cover; «E 


1.78 1.83 


1.47 1.71 


0.48 0.27 




0.44 0.37 


0.61 0.51 


5.0481 




1.2481 


3.6847 


0.0001 




0.1064 


0.0001 


i 4 




2 2 


2 2 


179 163 


HO 


181 163 


118 163 


1.46 1.69 


COVEKAGE 


1.81 1.85 


0.93 1.09 


0.52 0.46 




0.44 0.36 


0 75 0.58 


4.2870 




1.0682 


1.9367 


O.OODl 




0.1431 


0.0269 



o 

ERIC 



106 



Table 1 b 



Basic Core Examination 
Pretest - Posttest 
Comparisons and T-Test Results 
For The complete Battery {by course and Classroom 
Procedures within each course) 



TOTAL TEST 

(as applied co each course) 
Nuiber of iteis 
Nuiber of Subjects 
Kean 

Standard Deviacioti 
c-value 

significance (one- 
cailed) 



Classrooi Procedures 

(as applied tc each course) 

Nuiber of iteis 

Nuiber of Subjects 

Hean 

Standard Deviation 
t-value 

significance (one- 
tailed) 

Coipetenc; S 

(as applied to each course ) 
Huiber of iteis 
Huiber of Subjects 
Kean 

Standard Deviation 
t-value 

significance (one- 
tailed) 

Coipetenc; 6 

(as applied to each course ) 
Nuiber of iteis 
Huiber of Subjects 
Kean 

Standard Deviation 
t-value 

significance (one- 
tailed) 



Educatioi^al 
Psychology 



pre 



31 
179 
21.68 
3.27 



post 



31 
163 
2S.41 
2.82 
11.2688 
0.0001 



6 

179 
4.89 
0.99 



6 

163 
5.51 
0.71 

6.6031 
0.0001 



KO 

COVERAGE 



HO 

COVERAGE 



Foundations 
of Education 



pre 



30 
130 
15.62 
3.57 



post 



30 
163 
19.61 
3.24 

9.9962 
0.0001 



6 

130 
4.58 
1.17 



6 

163 
5.39 
0.75 



7.1297 
0.0001 



6 

130 
4.58 
1.17 



6 

163 
5.39 
0.75 



7.1297 
0.0001 



HO 

COVERAGE 



Survey of the 
Exceptional Child 



pre 



32 
181 
23.61 
3.03 



post 



32 
163 
25.71 
2.60 

6.8679 
0.0001 



181 163 
6.01 6.23 
1.24 1.16 
1.7107 
0.0440 



COVERAGE 



HO 

COVERAGE 



Tests and 
Keasureients 



pre 



34 
118 
18.91 
3.84 



post 



34 

163 
23.21 
3.10 

10.3723 
0.0001 



15 
118 



15 
163 

8.84 10.30 
1.97 1.68 

6.6950 

0.0001 



NO 

COVERAGE 



NO 

COVERAGE 
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Educational 
Psychology 



foundations 
of Education 



Survey of the 
Exceptional Child 



Tests and 
Keasureients 



CoBpetency 7 

(as applied to each course) 
Hu'iber of ite»s 
Nuiber of Subjects 
Hean 

Standard Deviation 
t-value 

significance (one- 
tailed) 

Cofipeteney 8 

{as applied to each course) 
Hunber of iteas 
Huabe'' of Subjects 
Kean 

Standard Deviation 
t-value 

significance (one- 
tailed) 

CoBpetency 9 

(as applied to each course) 
NuBber of iteas 
NuBber of Subjects 
Kean 

Standard Deviation 
t-value 

significance (one- 
tailed) 

Coapetency 10 

(as applied to each course) 
Nuaber of iteas 
Huaber of Subjects 
Hean 

Standai'd Deviation 
t-value 

significance (one- 
tailed) 

Coapetency 11 

(as applied to each course) 
Huaber of iteas 
Kuaber of Subjects 
Kean 

Standard Deviation 
t-value 

significance (one- 
tailed) 



pre 



post 



HO 

COYERiGE 



i 

179 
3.30 
0.76 



i 

i63 
3.03 
0.53 

5.3260 
0.0001 



I 

179 
0.72 
0.45 



1 

163 
0.88 
0.32 

3.8143 
0.0001 



1 

179 
0.87 
0.34 



1 

163 
0.94 
0.23 

2.4820 
0.0068 



fiO 

C07EEiGE 



pre post 


pi2 post 


pre 


post 




2 2 


4 


4 


NO 


181 163 


US 


163 


COVERAGE 


1.38 1.31 


2.09 2.34 




0.68 0.67 


0.97 0.82 




-0.9480 




2.3391 




0.1719 




0.0100 




• 

i i 


2 


2 


SO 


ISl 163 


118 


163 


COVERAGE 


3.08 3.13 


2.86 


3.28 




0.76 0.75 


1.00 


0.79 




0.7086 




3.9402 




0.2395 




0.0001 




I 1 


4 


4 


HO 


181 163 


118 


163 


COVERAGE 


0.85 0.91 


2.47 


2.77 




0.36 0.26 


0.80 


0.79 




1.95H 




3.12!s5 




0.0259 




O.OOIO 




1 1 


3 


3 


80 


181 163 


113 


163 


COVERAGE 


0.71 0.87 


1.42 


1.91 




0.46 0.34 


0.83 


0.76 




3.7605 




5.1138 




0.0001 




0.0001 


HO 


HO 


80 


COVERAGE 


COVERAGE 


COVERAGE 
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Table Ic 
Basic Core Examination 
Pretest - Posttest 
Comparisons and T-'^est Results 
For The complete Battery (by course and Interpersonal 
Skills within each course) 



louh mi 

(as applied to each course) 
Nufiber of iteis 
Kuiber o: Subjects 
KeaD 

Standard DeviatioD 
t-vahe 

sigDificaDce (one- 
tailed) 



iDterpersoDal Sl:ills 

(as applied to each conrsei 

Nuiber of iteis 

Nuioer of Subjects 

KeaD 

Standard DeviatioD 
t-value 

sigDificaDce (oDe- 
tailed! 

CoBpeteoc; 12 

(as applied to each course) 
Nuiber of iteis 
Huiber of Subjects 
Keac 

Standard Deviation 
t-value 

significaDce (one- 
tailed) 

CoipeteDc; 13 

(as applied to each course) 
Huiber of iteis 
Huiber of Subjects 
KeaD 

Standard Deviation 
t-value 

sigDificdDce (one- 
tailed) 



ERLC 



Educational 
Psychologj 



pre 



31 
179 
21.68 
3.27 



post 



31 
163 
25.41 
2.82 



11. i 
O.OOCl 



179 
5.12 
I.J5 



163 
5.90 
1.36 

5.5626 
0.0001 



1 

179 
0.80 
0.40 



1 

163 
0.86 
0.35 

1.3392 
0.0907 



3 

179 
1.91 
0.80 



3 

163 
2.25 
0.80 

3.9392 
0.0001 



FoundaticDS 
cf Education 



pre 



}3.£2 
3.57 



post 



3D 
153 
19.61 
3.24 



9.9962 
0.0001 



NO 

COYSKAGE 



KG 

COVERAGE 



KG 
CGYEE.^GE 
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Survey of the 
Exceptional Child 



pre 



32 
181 
23.61 
3.0 



post 



32 
163 
25.71 
2.60 



6.3679 
0.0001 



181 163 
5.78 6.08 
1.15 1.10 

2.425!) 

0.0079 



1 

181 
0.94 
0.24 



1 

163 
0.93 
0.26 



-0.4751 
0.3175 



3 

181 
2.21 
0.67 



3 

163 
2.37 
0.68 



2.1831 
0.G149 



Tests and 
Keasuresents 



pre 



34 
118 
18.91 
3.84 



porf 



34 
163 
23.21 
3.10 
10.3723 
0.0001 



3 

118 
2.00 
0.57 



3 

163 
2.32 
0.60 

4.2147 
0.0001 



3 

118 
2.00 
0.67 



3 

163 
2.32 
0.60 



4.2147 
0.0001 



HO 

CGVERiGE 



Coipeteocj 14 

I as applied to each course) 
NuBber of iceis 
Nuiber of Subjects 
Hean 

Standard Deviation 
c-valse 

signir cance (one- 
cailedt 



Sducational 
Psvchologj 



pre 



4 

179 
2.40 
0.79 



post 



4 

163 
2.79 
0.86 

4.3710 
0.0001 



Foundations 
of Kducation 



pre 



KO 

COVEilAGE 



DCSC 



Surve; of the 
Exceptional Child 



pre 



4 

181 
2.64 
0.77 



post 



4 

163 
2.79 
0.69 



1.8958 
0.0294 



pre 



Tests and 
Keasiireaents 

post 



NO 

COVBRAGE 
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